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ABSTRACT 
In spite of the increased use of virtual worlds for language teaching and learning, 
few empirical studies have addressed the teachers’ perspectives regarding teaching in these 
3D virtual environments.  An understanding of how virtual worlds such as Second Life may 
be beneficial for the design of enriching language learning experiences helps teachers 
decide if and how to best use them. The main purpose of this dissertation was to identify 
the competencies language teachers need in order to teach in Second Life (or a similar 
virtual world) and the best ways to prepare them to integrate virtual worlds into their 
language classes. To this end, language teachers participated in a course specifically 
designed to train them to use Second Life and teach in this 3D virtual environment. Their 
evaluation of language teachers’ needs, the virtual world itself, and their experience 
throughout the course aided in the identification of key competencies and best practices.  
A case study methodology was employed in this study. Two groups of teachers were 
part of two teacher development courses carried out in Second Life on the topic of teaching 
languages in this 3D environment. Both quantitative, two Likert-scale surveys administered 
before and after the course, and qualitative data sources (interviews, reflective blogs, and 
transcripts from synchronous meetings) were analyzed.  
Findings indicate that, besides knowing how to use Second Life and identify its af-
fordances and constraints, language teachers need to be able to make pedagogical 
decisions such as choosing an in-world place to teach and deciding how to monitor their 
students’ work. Teachers should also consider the context, the students’ needs, and the 
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goals of the lessons to be able to create pedagogically-sound language activities in this 
environment. Based on their experience during the course, participants made 
recommendations regarding teacher preparation.  Second Life’s affordances and constraints 
pointed out by participants were the same as those identified by researchers. They could 
see Second Life’s potential for language teaching but were concerned about the time it 
takes to be ready to teach in it. Taking participants’ opinions and recommendations into 
account, a list of key competencies was created and recommendations for language teacher 
preparation were provided.  
The results of this study help shed light on this new area of research. The 
identification of a list of key competencies helps provide guidance for teachers interested in 
integrating virtual worlds into their language classes. By knowing how to use these 3D 
environments, teachers will be prepared to design meaningful and pedagogically-sound 
language learning experiences. In addition, teacher educators can use the 
recommendations presented here to determine the best ways to prepare teachers for this 
enterprise. Similarly, knowledge gained from this study is not limited to teaching in Second 
Life but may also extend to other similar virtual worlds.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 
Language learners continually change and so does the way they learn and experi-
ence the world around them. Learning is extended beyond the boundaries of the language 
classroom and is now mobile (Chapelle, 2007; Sharples, Taylor, & Vavoula, 2007). Learners 
nowadays, those referred to as digital natives (Prensky, 2001), are used to fast-paced and 
interactive ways of learning. For this reason Oxford and Oxford (2009) claim that “tradi-
tional pedagogical techniques need to be revisited and new techniques developed and/or 
perfected using media that they understand” (p.1). Teachers need to get acquainted with 
new technologies and able to evaluate if and how these may be best used. For that to hap-
pen, it is important to recognize that the competencies teachers need nowadays are not the 
same as the ones they needed years ago (Van Olphen, 2008a). In order to ensure language 
teachers feel confident and prepared to integrate technology into their classrooms (Hong, 
2010), it is important to investigate how newer technologies, their affordances and con-
straints, “affect language learning as well as shape teaching practices” (Van Olphen, 2008a, 
p.116), what teachers need to know, and how to best prepare them to teach using these 
technologies. 
The ability to successfully integrate technologies into the language classroom should 
be part of the language teacher knowledge base. According to Johnson (2009), knowledge 
base refers to “what people need to know and are able to do to carry out the work of a par-
ticular profession” (p.21). In second language (L2) teacher education it relates to what 
teachers need to know (the content of teacher education programs), how they should teach 
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(pedagogies taught in teacher education programs), and how they should learn to teach 
(how the content of teacher education programs is delivered) (Johnson, 2009). As technol-
ogy presence becomes more and more significant it is vital that technology be part of this 
body of knowledge (Van Olphen, 2008a).  
The investigation of what should be part of the language teacher knowledge base 
and how teachers should be prepared to integrate technology into their classrooms is not a 
new concern (e.g., Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Hampel, 
2009; Hubbard & Levy, 2006b; Johnson, 2009; Kassen, Lavine, & Murphy-Judy, 2007). Much 
has been studied and learned in the field of Second Language Teacher Education (SLTE); 
goals, the scope, frameworks and teaching methods have been reassessed (Burns & 
Richards, 2009). With the development of technology, language teachers’ knowledge has 
been redefined to account for technological needs and differences between face-to-face 
(F2F) and online environments.  National guidelines (e.g., see Oxford & Jung, 2007) and 
standards (e.g., see Healy, Hegelheimer, Hubbard, Ioannou-Georgiou, Kessler, & Ware, 
2008) were created to provide guidance and identify best teaching practices. Frameworks 
to understand and discuss language teacher knowledge (e.g., Compton, 2009; Hampel & 
Stickler, 2005; Hubbard & Levy, 2006a; Levy, Wang, & Chen, 2009) have also been devel-
oped. 
Technological advances have prompted educators and researches to rethink this un-
derstanding of what language teaching comprises. Teaching with technology presents 
teachers with a different context and the widespread presence of technology brings forth 
different roles and needs for both teachers and students. A better understanding of what 
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these needs are helps prepare teachers to teach in these different environments. Research-
ers have also investigated the reasons for the lack of technology use (Lam, 2000) and ar-
gued for the importance of developing programs that provide teachers with what they need 
(e.g., Hegelheimer, 2006; Kessler, 2006) and prepare them to integrate technology into 
their language classes (e.g., Hong, 2010; Oxford & Jung, 2007; Youngs, 2007). Newer, or 
emerging, technologies pose a challenge in that they stimulate educators and researchers 
to find meaningful and justifiable ways to use them for educational purposes. Newer tech-
nologies such as blogs, Wikis, podcasts, and virtual worlds (VWs), though not specifically de-
signed for language teaching purposes, have been used in language classes; their potential 
as teaching and learning tools has been pointed out and suggestions for their use in the 
classroom have been mentioned (e.g., Green, Brown, & Robinson, 2008; Molka-Danielsen & 
Deutschmann, 2009).  
Virtual worlds such as Second Life introduce different challenges. Teachers and stu-
dents assume different roles, represented by their avatars, and interact in a completely 
different environment. Nowadays there are several VWs available but Second Life (SL) is the 
most widely used (Wankel & Kingsley, 2009). Whereas VWs such as SL “share some com-
mon characteristics with other forms of CMC [Computer-Mediated Communication]” 
(Kuriscak & Luke, 2009, p. 177) such as text and voice chatting,  they provide teachers and 
students with other features such as the ability to explore and interact with the 3D envi-
ronment, build objects, and partake in visually rich simulations. Because of these differ-
ences, teachers in VWs may need competencies not needed in other online environments 
or the real life classroom. Even though several anecdotal accounts and suggestions on how 
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to teach in SL have been published on blogs, wikis, Nings, book chapters and articles, there 
is a need for empirical research focusing on what teacher preparation might entail as well as 
the development of pedagogical rationales for the best use of these environments for lan-
guage education (Peterson, 2011).   
If teachers are to use VWs such as SL in their classes, an understanding of how VWs 
work as well as their affordances and constraints will empower them to make better deci-
sions regarding their use for language teaching. When teaching with VWs “significant adap-
tations [are] needed in both teaching and learning [and] instructors face new challenges in 
designing appropriate environments and activities that capitalize on the strengths of multi-
user virtual worlds” (Arreguin, 2007, p. 10). Pedagogies need to be reassessed to determine 
how one should teach in 3D virtual environments (Arreguin, 2007; Peterson, 2011; Savin-
Baden et al., 2010). Research should focus on “how?” and “why?” virtual worlds can best be 
used with different groups of students (Richter & Dawley, 2010, p.vii). Thus, it is important 
to understand what teachers need to know in order to create pedagogically-sound activities 
that utilize the advantages of a VW such as SL to accomplish the goals set forth for their 
language class.  
This dissertation research looked at what language teachers need to know in order 
to teach in VWs and how they can be best prepared. To do so, a course was created to help 
language teachers get acquainted with SL and explore ways to use it with their language 
students. Participants went beyond the technological knowledge (i.e., knowledge of how to 
use Second Life) and focused on how to best integrate this technology into the language 
classroom. Throughout the course teachers were asked to experiment with the environ-
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ment and reflect on the competencies they think they would need in order to use VWs with 
their language students. Their opinions about the teacher development course were also 
gathered and analyzed to help identify the best ways to train language teachers to use this 
VW. Since “teacher buy-in” is important for the successful integration of this technology 
(Sykes, 2011, p. 297), participants’ opinions of Second Life were also collected and analyzed.  
Purpose of the study 
The purpose of this study was to investigate what language teachers need to know 
in order to teach in SL. It aimed at identifying a list of key competencies teachers need to 
teach languages in a virtual world; SL was chosen due to the amount of resources available, 
the pedagogical tools it offers, as well as the fact that it can be easily accessed, free of 
charge. To this end, language teachers were invited to be part of a teacher development 
course carried out in SL about teaching languages in this 3D virtual environment. Through-
out the course, language teachers participating in this study experienced SL as learners and 
as teachers, starting with training on how to use SL and later on doing tasks such as explor-
ing different places, observing and teaching.  
To guide the discussion of key competencies, an adapted version of Mishra & 
Koehler’s (2006) Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) framework was 
used. TPACK needed to be adapted to better address issues related to language teaching 
and teaching in SL. Although TPACK was not designed for language teaching, it provides a 
good framework for the understanding of what constitutes language teacher knowledge 
and how to best prepare them to integrate technology into their classes (Van Olphen, 
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2008).  TPACK aided in the identification and understanding of teacher’s perception of their 
technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge as well as the skills necessary for the 
integration of SL into language classes.  
Both qualitative (interviews, observations, chat logs, and participant blogs) and 
quantitative (Likert-scale surveys) data sources were used to help address the two main 
questions guiding this investigation: What do language teachers need to know to teach in SL 
(or a similar virtual world) and what should be part of a teacher development course fo-
cused on the teaching of languages in virtual worlds such as SL. 
Significance of the study 
Knowledge obtained from this study will contribute to the area of VW research and 
second language teacher education. The findings will help in the development of a list of 
key competencies that will, in turn, aid in the preparation of language teachers to teach in 
these 3D virtual environments. Given the increasing interest in VWs and teachers’ im-
portant roles in the selection and use of teaching tools (Hubbard, 2008), teacher effective 
training on the use of these 3D virtual environments is vital to ensure the sound integration 
of this technology through the creation of meaningful and successful language learning ex-
periences. The list of identified key competencies will help shed some light on this new area 
of research and make the creation of guidelines for future language teacher preparation in 
VWs such as SL possible.  
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Organization of the dissertation 
This dissertation consists of five chapters. Chapter 1 introduces the purpose and sig-
nificance of the study. The second chapter reviews the literature in the area of VW research 
and second language teacher education. The framework adapted for and used in this study, 
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) (Mishra & Koehler, 2006), is also ex-
plained in this chapter. Chapter 3 explains the case study methodology, describes the set-
ting and participants, and lists the materials used for data collection and methods used for 
data analysis. In Chapter 4 the results for each research question and each group of partici-
pants are presented and discussed. Chapter 5 summarizes the results and explains the ped-
agogical implications of the findings. Limitations of this study and suggestions for further 
research are also explained in this chapter. 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW 
This chapter reviews the literature relevant to this study, highlighting the main find-
ings of research on the use of virtual worlds (VWs) for language teaching and second lan-
guage teacher education (SLTE). This review starts by defining and describing the general 
characteristics of virtual worlds and then listing Second Life’s affordances and constraints; 
an understanding of which SL’s features can help or not teaching is important (e.g., Savin-
Baden et al., 2010; Stoerger, 2010). In spite of the many anecdotal accounts that point to 
SL’s potential as a teaching platform, few empirical studies have been published. Findings 
from these studies corroborate with some of the affordances and constraints pointed out 
by researchers and indicate the need to further investigate this environment, including the 
identification of a pedagogy that informs its use in language classes (Peterson, 2011).   
As there are not many studies addressing language teachers’ knowledge base with 
regards to teaching in virtual worlds, the second part of the chapter addresses what is 
known in the area of second language teacher education, particularly with regards to online 
teaching, and how these findings can help define the competencies teachers will need to 
teach in VWs. The Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) framework was 
adapted to better correspond to the issues being investigated and used as a guide for the 
preparation of the course and discussion of the findings. As the focus of TPACK is on tech-
nology integration, its use was relevant because when using VWs content, pedagogical, and 
technological considerations need to be made. Thus, the adapted TPACK framework guided 
the analysis and discussion of the competencies language teachers need to decide if, why, 
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and how, virtual worlds can help them provide their students with enriching learning expe-
riences. 
The last part of the chapter presents what teaching in VWs might entail. Drawing 
from the findings on these two areas of research, a description of what teachers need to 
know and be able to do is summarized. These suggestions were mostly based on research-
ers and practitioners’ experiences and indicate what may be part of the VW language 
teacher knowledge base. Finally, the research questions that guided this study are pre-
sented and discussed.  
Virtual worlds and Language Teaching  
Although not specifically created for educational purposes, virtual worlds such as 
Second Life have been increasingly used in language classes. VW researchers and practi-
tioners have pointed out advantages and disadvantages of using these environments for 
educational purposes. Nonetheless, whereas several researchers have explored the use of 
virtual worlds for language education, few empirical studies have been conducted (Sykes, 
2011). This section of the paper introduces general characteristics of VWs; discusses af-
fordances and constraints of Second Life; and summarizes the main research findings re-
garding the use of Second Life with language learners as well as a couple of studies that fo-
cused on the teachers’ perspectives.  
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Virtual worlds: Definition and general characteristics 
Multi-User Dimensions/Dungeons (MUDs) and Multi User Domains Object- 
Orientated MUDs (MOOs) were multi-player simple text-based environments used in the 
1980s that provided the basis for the development of the virtual words we use today (Abras 
& Sunshine, 2008; de Freitas, 2008). The virtual worlds most people are familiar with nowa-
days have more detailed graphics as well as the option of text and voice chat. They most 
frequently resemble the real world but sometimes include different characteristics such as 
the ability to fly and teleport. Today’s VWs are mostly used for socializing and provide users 
with different options to customize avatars and the environment itself.  
There are many virtual worlds available nowadays, designed for different ages and 
purposes and different ways of classifying them have been suggested (see de Freitas, 2008, 
and Warburton, 2009). Warburton (2009) explains that “[t]he boundaries between these 
categories are soft and reflect the flexibility of some virtual worlds to provide more than 
one form of use” (p. 416). Some of the most widely used virtual worlds are those classified 
by de Freitas (2008) as role play worlds, or Massively Multiplayer Online Role play  Games 
(MMORPs), and social worlds such as Second Life and Active Worlds. Sykes (2011) classifies 
virtual worlds such as Second Life and Active Worlds as Multi-User Virtual Environments 
(MUVEs); more specifically she refers to these as social virtualities (p. 287). She further dis-
tinguishes Second Life and Active Worlds, which allow users to control activities and inter-
actions with others, from Massively Multiplayer Online Games (MMOGs) such as World of 
Warcraft, which requires collaboration for task completion, and Synthetic Immersive Envi-
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ronments (SIEs), which combine characteristics of the previous ones. Sykes adds that each 
of these types of virtual environments provide different possibilities. For the purposes of 
this study, 3D virtual environments such as Second Life and Active Worlds will be referred to 
as virtual worlds, or 3D virtual environments, and understood as 3D social worlds (de 
Freitas, 2008) or social virtualities (Sykes, 2011). 
Virtual worlds, simulated environments in which people represented by avatars in-
teract with others having a sense of being part of the environment (Bell &Trueman, 2008; 
Schroeder, 2008),  have been claimed to provide, among other advantages, opportunities 
for the design of learning experiences that motivate students through interaction and col-
laboration (e.g., Peterson, 2010). VWs allow for experiential and situated learning; “stu-
dents can learn by literally constructing their knowledge in 2D and 3D representations such 
as objects, places, buildings, and interactive media” (Richter & Dawley, 2010, p.iii).  VWs’ 
wide range of opportunities for interaction, collaboration, as well as experiential and situ-
ated learning has stimulated educators to consider integrating them into their classes. 
Social virtual worlds, such as Second Life, Active Worlds, and Open-Sim, are open-
ended environments with no specific goals other than socializing (Pereira, 2008; Sykes, 
2011).Users are able to customize their avatars and create and manipulate objects. Com-
munication occurs via instant messaging (IM), text- and voice-chat.  In these 3D environ-
ments users are also able to share objects with other users. Unlike other asynchronous e-
learning tools (e.g., discussion boards), these virtual worlds do not have many options for 
sharing information asynchronously (see Abras & Sunshine, 2008, for a comparison of dif-
ferent tools and technologies including VWs). For this reason, the use of these VWs has in 
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some cases been supported by asynchronous tools or the use of learning management sys-
tems (LMS) (e.g., Moodle). Finally, 3D virtual environments such as SL provide high quality 
graphics (Peterson, 2011; Stoerger, 2010), which helps make users feel as though they are 
there. Reviews of virtual worlds’ main features, including potential advantages and disad-
vantages, have been published in reports (e.g., Pereira, 2008) and online (e.g., see Stevens, 
2006, for a comparison between Active Worlds and Second Life); a more detailed review of 
Second Life, including its affordances and constraints, is provided below.  
 
Virtual worlds as platforms for language learning and teaching 
Though virtual worlds were not specifically designed for educational purposes some 
educators have been experimenting with and investigating their use for the teaching of dif-
ferent disciplines, including languages. Virtual worlds as a platform for learning and teach-
ing provide teachers and students with an environment where they can interact with other 
users and the environment itself as well as play different roles and develop an online iden-
tity, which is particularly helpful in distance education settings (Lynch, 2002). In virtual 
worlds students can also participate in simulations that give them opportunities to be part 
of situations that would be too dangerous or difficult in real life, engage in motivating and 
problem-solving activities, and partake in meaningful conversations with people in other 
places (e.g., Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 2009; Hislope, 2008; Peterson, 2005, 2006, 2010, 2011; 
Sykes, 2011).  
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Overall, VWs have been claimed to provide opportunities for meaningful communi-
cation, interaction, collaboration, experiential learning, social construction of knowledge, 
and increased participation (Antonacci & Modaress, 2005; Boettcher, 2007; Clark, 2009; 
Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 2009; Evans, Mulvihill, & Brooks, 2008; Fetschering & Latterman, 
2007; Hobbs, Brown, & Gordon, 2006; Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010; Peterson, 2005, 2006, 2010; 
Warburton, 2009). The avatar, the user’s virtual representation in the VW, is regarded as an 
advantage of the medium because it helps learners and teachers develop virtual identities, 
increasing the sense of being part of the environment (Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008; Deutschmann 
et al., 2009; Peterson, 2006), and helps in the creation of authentic interactions. As immer-
sive environments, VWs are claimed to support not only “the social construction of 
knowledge within and between individuals, but also offer an environment that supports the 
literal representations of that knowledge construction” (Dawley, 2009, p. 114). The ability 
to manipulate the environment allows for the creation of a wide range of activities and les-
sons, including controlled and free communication (Carter & Elseth, 2009).  
In spite of the growing interest in the use of VWs for educational purposes, limited 
empirical evidence that supports their use for language learning purposes is available 
(Sykes, 2011). These studies were conducted using VWs such as SL, Active Worlds, and oth-
ers that were specifically designed for the study. Peterson (2005, 2006) and Toyoda and 
Harrison (2002) used Active Worlds, Sykes (2011) investigated Spanish Pragmatics in 
Croquelandia, and other researchers conducted their studies in SL (Deutschmann et al., 
2009; Hislope, 2008; Jauregi et al., 2011; Kuriscak & Luke, 2009; Peterson, 2010). They have 
focused on language learners’ interaction with other learners (e.g., Peterson, 2005, 2006, 
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and 2010), communicative features such as waving and interactional strategies (Peterson, 
2005), use of the avatar and negotiation of meaning (Peterson, 2006; Toyoda & Harrison, 
2002), the use of text-chatting (Toyoda & Harrison, 2002), learners’ attitudes and opinions 
about the environment (Hislope, 2008; Kuriscak & Luke, 2009), and task design (Jauregi et 
al., 2011).  Main findings regarding the use of SL in language classes are summarized in 
Table 2 and discussed below.  
 
Second Life: Characteristics, affordances and constraints  
In spite of the various types of virtual worlds available nowadays (see Pereira, 2008 
and Savin- Badin, 2010 for an overview) Second Life dominates the educational world 
(Warburton, 2009). According to Warburton (2009), “it is the relatively low cost of entry, 
the ability to create complex objects and environments, combined with the sophistication 
of its graphics and the rich immersive experience, that are identified as establishing SL as 
the most attractive proposition for educators.” (p. 418). Second Life is a 3D virtual world 
created by Linden Labs in 2003 and designed by its own users. It is primarily used for social-
izing and interaction. Linden Labs offers a basic account as well as a premium account, the 
difference being that the latter allows users to own land; owing land enables users to build 
environments and decide the rules of use of the space.  In SL, users can build objects and 
create places, teleport to and explore different places, and interact with other users by 
voice and text chat, as well as the use of gestures and animations. Most importantly, SL 
stimulates the users’ creativity by providing a wide range of options for customizing the av-
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atar; that is, in SL users can be whoever, or whatever, they want to be. Users can choose to 
change appearance in a detailed list of body parts and characteristics or buy different op-
tions of shapes, skins, hairs, and eyes at different places in SL. It is also possible to design 
one’s own clothes, in SL or using other software, or buy these from other users, for a few or 
no Linden dollars (i.e., SL’s currency).  
Several affordances – qualities of the 3D virtual environment that can be regarded 
as advantages – have been identified by Second Life researchers and practitioners and re-
ported as anecdotal accounts in blogs, Wikis, and Ning communities. Reports on the use of 
SL for educational purposes, including the teaching of languages, have also been published 
in books such as Learning and Teaching in the Virtual World of Second Life (Molka-
Danielson & Deutschmann, 2009), Virtual Worlds: Real Libraries (Bell & Trueman, 2008), 
Higher Education in Virtual Worlds: Teaching and Learning in Second Life (Wankel & Kinsley, 
2009), Teaching through Multi-user Virtual Environments (Vincent & Braman, 2011), and A 
Practical Guide to Using Second Life in Higher Education (Savin-Baden, 2010), and book 
chapters (e.g., Arreguin, 2007; Clark, 2009; Cooke-Plagwitz, 2009; Dudeney & Ramsay, 2009; 
Fetscherin & Latterman, 2007). Some of these have focused on the affordances and con-
straints of the medium whereas others describe teaching experiences in different projects 
aimed at using SL in various educational settings.  
Second Life has been claimed to provide learners with opportunities for interaction, 
collaboration, online identity development, and creation of different tasks that may not 
easily be carried out in the face-to-face class (e.g., Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 2009; Kuriscak & 
Luke, 2009; Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010; Peterson, 2010; Savin-Badin, 2010; Stoerger, 2010). 
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Moreover, Second Life offers many tools for communication and options for avatar cus-
tomization (e.g., Lee, Ahn, Kim, & Lim, 2006; Sweeney, Palomeque, Gonzalez, Speck, 
Canfield, Guerrero, & Mackicham, 2011; Warburton, 2009). The rich graphics as well as the 
ability to change the environment affords numerous opportunities for simulations and crea-
tion of motivating and real life-like activities (e.g., Savin-Baden et al., 2010; Stoerger, 2010; 
Sweeney et al., 2011).   
The ability to customize the avatar as well as manipulate the environment are re-
garded as advantages of VWs such as SL (Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 2009; Lee, Ahn, Kim, & Lim, 
2006; Evans, Mulvihill, & Brooks, 2008; Morton & Jack, 2005; Peterson, 2011; Savin-Baden, 
2010; Sherblom, Withers, & Leonard, 2009; Stoerger, 2010; Warburton, 2009). Researchers 
claim that the avatar helps enhance the users’ experiences in SL( Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 
2009; Johnson & Levine, 2008; Peterson, 2011), allowing learners to establish their own vir-
tual identity and increasing their sense of being part of the 3D environment (Deutschmann 
et al., 2009; Peterson, 2006). Savin-Badin (2010) adds that “Second Life is a synchronous 
learning space and therefore its immediacy brings with it a perspective of being and learn-
ing with others in a way that other synchronous forms of learning do not” (p.9). Likewise, 
the ability to modify and manipulate the environment helps increase this sense of being 
part of it and allows teachers to create a variety of scenarios (Savin-Baden et al., 2010) and 
activities suited for students’ individual needs (Stoerger, 2010). Interactions in this VW can 
also be enhanced by the wide range of communication tools available (Sweeney at al., 
2011) and the quality of the graphics (Peterson, 2011; Stoerger; 2010). Thus, researchers 
believe that SL’s potential lies in the fact that learners can develop their own online identi-
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ties, explore, change, and interact with the environment, communicate with other people, 
and participate in a wide range of activities and simulations that may not be easy of even 
feasible in the language classroom (Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010).  
On the other hand, concerns have also been pointed out (e.g., Boettcher, 2007; 
Bugeja, 2007; Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 2009; O’Donnell, 2006; Warburton, 2009). Boettcher 
(2007) and Bugeja (2007) have mentioned ethical and legal issues. Problems with griefers 
(users who misbehave or harass other users in Second Life), SL’s steep learning curve for 
both teachers and students, and technical issues have also been discussed and a few sug-
gestions proposed (Cheal, 2009; Cooke-Plagwitz, 2009; Kuriscak & Luke, 2009; Vasileiou & 
Paraskeva, 2010). Warburton (2009) listed eight broad categories that represent barriers to 
the use of SL: technical, identity, culture, collaboration, time, economic, standards, and 
scaffolding persistence and social discovery. He claims that SL experiences can be isolating 
and confusing due to the freedom to choose who one wants to be; activities take a lot of 
time and collaboration needs to be scaffolded; some things are not included in the basic ac-
count and cost money and it might be difficult to integrate other technologies; and SL, un-
like other social networking sites like Facebook, only provides limited ways to share infor-
mation with others in the community. The fact that SL is not intuitive (Berge, 2008), the un-
predictable nature of this environment, and the time it takes to get acquainted with it and 
ready to teach in it (Hislope, 2008) could also pose challenges for teachers interested in us-
ing this technology. Even though these are fair claims, these limitations can be addressed 
and overcome (Savin-Baden, 2010).  Table 1 summarizes these affordances and constraints. 
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Table 1. Second Life’s affordances and constraints 
 
Affordances Constraints 
Ability to personalize the avatar and develop online 
identity (Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 2009; Deutschmann 
et al., 2009; Evans, Mulvihill, & Brooks, 2008; Lee, 
Ahn, Kim, & Lim, 2006; Peterson, 2011; Savin –Baden 
et al., 2010; Stoerger, 2010; Warburton, 2009) 
 
Steep learning curve (Berge, 2008; Kuriscak & Luke, 
2009; Peterson, 2011; Stoerger, 2010; Sweley, 2008) 
Ability to manipulate the environment and create 
different activities (Berg, 2008; Hislope, 2008; Jauregi 
et al., 2011; Kaplan, Rakowski, 2011; Kuriscak & Luke, 
2009; Peterson, 2010; Stoerger, 2010; Sweeney et al., 
2011) 
 
Problems with griefers and unwanted interactions 
Berge, 2008; Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008) 
Interaction with other learners, native speakers, 
other users, and the environment itself (Childress & 
Brasswell, 2006; Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 2009; 
Deutschmann et al., 2009; Hislope, 2009; Jauregi et 
al., 2011; Kuriscak & Luke, 2009; Peterson, 2010, 
2011; Stoerger, 2010; Sweeney et al., 2011; Sykes, 
2011) 
 
Technical problems and high system requirements 
(Deutschmann et al., 2009; Hislope, 2008; Peterson, 
2010, 2011; Stoerger, 2010; Warburton, 2009) 
Opportunities to negotiate meaning (Deutschmann et 
al., 2009; Peterson, 2010) 
 
Time consuming to learn how to use and teach in it 
(Hislope, 2008; Peterson, 2011; Warburton, 2009) 
Possibility to help increase participation and lower 
inhibitions (Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010; Peterson, 2010) 
 
Lack of asynchronous support (Warburton, 2009) 
Very good visuals (Peterson, 2011; Stoerger, 2010) 
that support literal representations of knowledge 
construction (Dawley,. 2009) and various 
communication tools (Sweeney et al., 2011) 
 
 
Opportunities for simulations and immersion (Savin-
Baden, 2010; Sweley, 2008; Sweeney et al., 2011) 
 
 
Motivating (Kuriscak & Luke, 2009; Peterson, 2010) 
 
 
 
Despite the scarcity of empirical support for the aforementioned claims, some em-
pirical studies regarding the use of Second Life in language classes have been published (see 
Table 2). Investigations regarding SL’s potential for language education have addressed 
learner interaction with regards to turn taking, floor space, and turn length (Deutschmann, 
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Panichi, & Molka-Danielsen, 2009), participation patterns (Peterson, 2010), task design 
(Jauregi et al., 2011; Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010), and learners’ attitudes towards learning in SL 
(Hislope, 2008; Kuriscak & Luke, 2009; Peterson, 2010). 
Research findings support the idea that SL can be beneficial for interactions. Findings 
suggest that learners benefitted from interactions with native speakers and had more posi-
tive attitudes toward the use of SL when that happened (Kuriscak & Luke, 2009). While in-
teracting, opportunities for negotiation of meaning occurred (Jauregi et al., 2011). Some-
times these were due to communication difficulties resulting from the lack of body language 
(Hislope, 2008) and sometimes these occurred because of the nature of the task 
(Deutschmann et al., 2009). Peterson (2010) also observed that while interacting partici-
pants used transactional and interactional strategies. These studies indicate that interac-
tions with other users are a positive feature of this 3D environment. However, Kuriscak & 
Luke (2009) caution that learners need to be well-trained on how to use Second Life to 
avoid frustration; SL’s steep learning curve has been pointed out as a potential drawback of 
the environment (see Table 1). 
Findings also seem to indicate that SL can be motivating, resulting in high levels of 
engagement (Kuriscak & Luke, 2009; Peterson, 2010). Both Kuriscak and Luke’s (2009) and 
Peterson’s (2010) studies showed positive attitudes toward studying in SL. The presence of 
the avatar and ability to manipulate the environment makes tasks in SL motivating (Kuriscak 
& Luke, 2009). Moreover, the context of the virtual environment appeared to stimulate par-
ticipation (Deutschmann, Panichi, & Molka-Danielsen, 2009; Peterson, 2010). However, in a 
small study regarding intermediate Spanish learners’ opinions of Second Life, Hislope (2008) 
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found that learners’ opinions were somewhat mixed and seemed to have been tainted by 
technical difficulties and the environment’s learning curve. Deutschmann and Panichi (2009) 
explained that individual preferences and other factors such as learners’ digital competence 
and learner types and beliefs about learning make it difficult to come to any conclusive re-
marks; they suggested that the issue be further investigated.   
Besides individual preferences, task type may also make a difference in student en-
gagement. Some SL researchers also looked at task design and their results point to the ef-
fect of the task (Deutschmann et al., 2009; Jauregi et al., 2011). Deutschmann, Panichi, and 
Molka-Danielsen (2009) tried to identify tasks that took into account SL’s affordances and 
stimulated interaction. They also compared the participation of two groups of doctoral stu-
dents, looking at floor space, turn length, and turn taking patterns. They found that partici-
pation was higher in the second course and stated that the role playing tasks might not 
have worked well because some students were not able to immerse themselves in envi-
ronment. For this reason, they argue that teachers need to show students the purpose of 
using SL in their classes. Deutschmann, et al. (2009) found that tasks designed to elicit col-
laboration were very successful, especially when participants were the ones providing the 
content. In their small case study focusing on different tasks created for Spanish learners 
Jauregi et al. (2011) found that the tasks focusing on the exploration of the VW elicited less 
communication than tasks that engaged learners in a discussion. Jauregi et al. (2011) argue 
that further investigation is needed to determine ways of “enhancing rich oral interaction to 
be necessary for task completion, while exploiting at the same time the exploratory, func-
tional and gaming possibilities of Second Life as much as possible” (p. 97).  
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Research in this area is still at the initial stages (Sykes, 2011) and more data-driven 
studies are needed (Kuriscak & Luke, 2009).  Although Table 2 does not intend to be a com-
prehensive review of studies addressing the use of SL for language education, it attempts to 
illustrate the research conducted in this emerging field. Given the exploratory nature of the 
field, it is not surprising that research has only started to point to directions where further 
investigation is needed, rather than providing conclusive remarks. In spite of the positive 
results of the studies mentioned here, it is important to note their limitations and analyze 
findings with these in mind.  
  
 
2
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Table 2. Summary of research studies on the use of SL for language education 
 
 Hislope (2008) Deutschmann et al. 
(2009) 
Kuriscak & Luke (2009) Peterson (2010) Jauregi et al. (2011) 
Target 
language 
Spanish English Spanish English Spanish 
Partici-
pants 
15 intermediate learners 13 EFL doctoral students 
5 teachers 
107 intermediate un-
dergraduate students of 
Spanish 
 
7 learners of English 2 Spanish learners 
2 pre-service teachers of 
Spanish 
Research 
focus 
Attitude and opinion 
toward the use of SL 
Oral participation pat-
terns 
Learners’ attitudes to-
ward the use of SL 
Synchronous interaction, 
participation patterns 
and strategies 
 
Task design 
 
Research 
method 
and data 
collection 
instru-
ments 
Student questionnaires Action research 
Screen and voice chat 
recording, question-
naires, group eval-
uations, personal in-
terviews 
 
Surveys and chat logs Exploratory case study 
Chat logs, pre- and post-
study questionnaires, 
field notes, individual in-
terviews, observations 
Case study 
Interaction recordings, 
questionnaires, informal 
debriefing interviews 
Data 
analysis 
Tabulated responses Quantitative analysis of 
Camtasia recordings 
Researcher observations 
Interviews and ques-
tionnaires 
 
Qualitative analyses 
(two-tailed t tests) 
Discourse analysis (two 
coders) 
Data triangulation 
Recorded texts, eval-
uative questionnaire, 
informal debriefing 
interviews 
Main 
findings 
Participants had mixed 
opinions about using SL 
Role-playing tasks done 
in the first course did 
not result in active 
participation 
Open-ended tasks 
elicited more learner 
participation 
Teachers played the role 
of facilitators 
Learners liked having 
opportunities to interact 
with native speakers 
SL learning curve may 
have influenced par-
ticipants’ attitudes to-
ward it 
High degree of participa-
tion and autonomy;  
little evidence of L1 use 
Transactional and 
interactional strategies 
were used 
Participants’ opinion of 
SL were generally 
positive 
Conversations were 
“context-triggered” 
Negotiation of meaning 
occurred 
Little focus on form 
SL-specific tasks resulted 
in less oral 
communication 
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Language Teacher Education 
Language teachers come to any teaching situation with a set of beliefs, philosophies, 
and expectations. In-service teachers have had time to build on these ideas, and develop a 
belief system, “which are founded on the goals, values, and beliefs they hold in relation to 
the content and the process of teaching, and their understanding of the systems in which 
they work and their roles within it” (Richards, 1998, p. 51). These beliefs will help them plan 
lessons, develop activities, and create a learning environment in which they think learners 
are more likely to learn. Teachers’ decisions to use different methodologies, activities or 
materials tend to be determined by these beliefs and their experiences in the classroom. 
The decision of integrating different technologies into the classroom is no different. Carter 
and Elseth (2009) point out that   
because instructors shape their teaching approaches based on their own 
experiences of what has and has not worked in the past, they remain 
apprehensive when they are bombarded with new tools and methods for 
teaching their courses that conflict (or do not necessarily coincide) with 
that to which they are accustomed (p. 445). 
For this reason, it is important to help teachers feel confident about using 
technology before helping them to think of ways it can be used (Hong, 2010). This is 
especially true with emerging technologies due to their unfamiliarity as well as the fact that 
these online environments present challenges not common in face-to-face (F2F) classes. In 
order to teach online, teachers need to expand their views of pedagogy and learn the 
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different set of skills needed for the new environment (Compton, 2009; Hampel & Stickler, 
2005; Youngs, 2007) as well as  new skills to deal with problems they did not use to have in 
F2F environments (Levy, Wang, & Chen, 2009). Moreover, teachers need to understand that 
a good teacher in the classroom might not be equally successful teaching online since F2F 
pedagogy does not easily transfer to online environments (Compton, 2009). Today’s 
technologies afford teachers and learners with valuable learning opportunities, indicating 
the need for the revision of what should be part of the L2 teachers’ knowledge base 
(Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004). 
 
The language teacher knowledge base 
According to Johnson (2009), the L2 teacher knowledge base includes knowledge 
that helps teachers make decisions regarding how to be prepared to teach, which includes 
what language teachers know (content), how they should teach (pedagogy), and how they 
learn to teach (p. 21).  Johnson argues that these types of knowledge should be considered 
as distinct; that is, it is a problem to think that  
the disciplinary knowledge that defines what language is, how it is used 
and how it is acquired that has emerged out of disciplines from 
theoretical and applied linguistics is the same knowledge that teachers 
use to teach L2, and that, in turn, is the same knowledge that students 
need to learn L2 (p. 22). 
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 Teachers’ knowledge of and about the target language as well as awareness of how 
languages are learned and best taught should all be part of the language teacher knowledge 
base.  
In order to determine what should be part of the language teacher knowledge base 
different national guidelines and standards for language education have been proposed 
(Katz & Snow, 2009; Oxford & Jung, 2007) and professional associations such as the 
American Council on the Teaching of Foreign Languages (ACTFL) and Teachers of English to 
Speakers of Other Languages (TESOL) have developed documents describing standards for 
the preparation of foreign language teachers (Van Olphen, 2008b). Likewise, the 
International Society for Technology in Education (ISTE) has described what should be part 
of the preparation of both students and teachers for the use of technology in the classroom 
(Van Olphen, 2008b). 
Researchers have also tried to identify what L2 teachers need to know in order to 
teach online (e.g., Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Freeman & Johnson, 1998; Johnson, 
2009) and have argued for the need to equip teachers with the necessary skills to teach 
with different technologies and integrate different technologies into the classroom (e.g., 
Compton, 2009; Hubbard & Levy, 2006a). Compton (2009) believes that teacher education 
programs should involve more than just the “ability to integrate technology in the 
classroom” (p. 92) and Kessler (2007) cautions against a discrepancy between what teachers 
learn and how much they can use in their classes. Although teachers need to have the 
technical skills to use different technologies, knowing how a program works is not enough 
to ensure they can integrate these technologies into their teaching (Reinders, 2009). 
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Teachers also need to bear in mind that students should be trained for online learning and 
become more autonomous and that some activities might not be practical (Youngs, 2007). 
Since skills used to teach F2F do not transfer to online environments (Compton, 2009; 
Hampel & Stickler, 2005; Youngs, 2007) a new set of skills will be needed to teach using the 
technology. For instance, teachers need to be able to use the technology (which includes 
knowledge of software and hardware as well as ability to troubleshoot), look for materials, 
evaluate them according to the students’ specific needs, and repurpose them if necessary 
(Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004). Moreover, teachers need to know the subject matter (i.e., 
knowledge of the target language and knowledge about the target language). When 
teaching online, the subject matter might pose specific challenges because language is both 
the content and the medium of instruction (Hampel, 2009). Thus, Abras and Sunshine 
(2008) argue that online teacher training should include course design, content, pedagogy, 
technology, and SLA theories.  
An investigation of key competencies and best ways to develop these skills through 
training has been the focus of current discussion (Hampel, 2009). Two recent studies 
(Cutrim Schmidt, 2010 and Guichon, 2009) address this issue. Guichon (2009) examined the 
skills masters’ students teaching French as a foreign language needed to manage 
synchronous online teaching at a distance. Guichon identified three competencies for 
synchronous online tutoring: Socio-affective, pedagogical, and multimedia regulation. 
Cutrim Schmidt (2010) also tried to identify competencies needed to use interactive 
whiteboards following a socio-cognitive approach to CALL; besides the identification of key 
competencies, she investigated the kind of professional development that would be most 
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beneficial to equip teachers with these competencies. Her research is part of a longitudinal 
case study and will result in the development of a competency model for this study (p. 162).  
Table 3 summarizes the main competencies L2 researchers believe are necessary. 
 
 
Table 3. Competencies researchers believe L2 teachers need 
 
Competencies Studies 
Understand how to use the different 
technologies  
Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; 
Hegelheimer, 2006; Kessler, 2006; Hampel & Stickler, 2005; 
Hubbard, 2008; Oxford & Jung, 2007 
 
Know how to troubleshoot (i.e., technical skills) Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; 
Hegelheimer, 2006 
 
Be able to choose appropriate technologies (i.e., 
identify affordances and constraints) 
Desjardins & Peters, 2007; Hampel (2009); Hubbard & 
Levy, 2006a 
 
Understand online teaching methodology Compton, 2009; Hampel & Stickler, 2005; Kessler, 2006; 
Youngs, 2007 
 
Know the content (i.e., knowledge about the TL 
and knowledge of the TL) 
Abras & Sunshine, 2008; Bartels, 2009; Compton, 2009; 
Hubbard & Levy, 2006a; Graves, 2009; Johnson, 2009; 
Richards, 1998; Rodriguez, 2006; Van Olphen, 2008a 
 
Know how to teach (i.e., pedagogy) Abras & Sunshine, 2008; Compton, 2009; Hubbard & Levy, 
2006a; Johnson, 2009; Van Olphen, 2008a 
 
Know how to evaluate tasks and modify them to 
ensure goals are accomplished 
Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; 
Hegelheimer, 2006 
 
Understand the importance of building online 
communities 
Abras & Sunshine, 2008; Compton, 2009; Hampel, 2009; 
Hampel & Stickler, 2005 
 
Know how to facilitate discussions and 
encourage interaction 
Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; Hampel, 
2009 
 
Be able to overcome the lack of visual cues  Abras & Sunshine, 2008 
 
Be up to date on the newest technologies Abras & Sunshine, 2008; Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004 
 
Know which areas of Applied Linguistics are re-
lated to L2 teaching 
 
Chapelle and Hegelheimer, 2004 
Know how to design appropriate tasks for the 
online environment 
Hampel, 2009; Hegelheimer, 2006 
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Using frameworks to describe L2 teacher knowledge base 
To better understand and guide the discussion of what should be part of the L2 
teacher knowledge base, frameworks have been proposed (Compton, 2009; Hampel & 
Stickler, 2005; Hubbard & Levy, 2006a; Van Olphen, 2008). Hampel and Stickler (2005) 
designed a pyramid to describe how the language teacher knowledge builds up from level 1 
(technology skills) to level 6 (creativity and choice). Their framework was later criticized by 
Compton (2009), who argued that the framework suggests sequencing skills that could be 
learned concurrently and pointed out the fact that Hampel and Stickler did not address the 
need to know L2 acquisition theories.  Compton’s (2009) framework attempts to address 
Hampel and Stickler’s (2005) limitations. Her framework includes three sets of skills 
(technological, pedagogical, and evaluative) and three levels of expertise (novice, proficient, 
and expert). According to Compton, technological skills include knowledge of and ability to 
solve hardware and software issues; pedagogical skills refer to the ability to carry out and 
facilitate learning activities; and evaluative skills relate to the ability to assess tasks and 
make sure that learning goals are achieved.  
Hubbard and Levy (2006a) put forward a framework that takes into account 
functional and institutional roles. While functional roles (practitioner, developer, 
researcher, and trainer) refer to what people do, institutional roles (pre-service and in-
service classroom teachers, CALL specialists and professionals) relate to situations and 
settings. They suggest that institutional-role pairs “are characterized by two domains, 
technical and pedagogical, each having a knowledge and a skill component” (p. 81). The 
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description of technical knowledge and skill resemble the one proposed by Compton (2009) 
in that it involves an understanding of and ability to use technology, respectively.  
Pedagogical knowledge and skill refer to what Shulman (1986) describes as the 
understanding of the subject matter (language) and how it can be taught (i.e., pedagogical 
content knowledge). Though not particularly designed for SLA, Shulman’s pedagogical 
content knowledge model has been used by SLA researchers for the discussion of what 
language teachers need to know (Hubbard & Levy, 2006a; Van Olphen, 2008a). 
The framework proposed by Van Olphen’s (2008a) builds on the concept of 
pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) proposed by Shulman (1986). She adapted Mishra 
and Koehler’s (2006) technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK), which builds on 
Schulman’s’ PCK model, for world language teacher education. TPACK does not only refer to 
the combination of content, pedagogy, and technology knowledge; it aims at describing 
“how teacher’s understanding of technologies and pedagogical content knowledge interact 
with one another to produce effective teaching with technology” (Koehler & Mishra, 2008, 
p. 12). TPACK is the intersection of its three main domains, namely content, pedagogy, and 
technology. It “gives a holistic perspective of the knowledge associated with effectively 
integrating technology into learning environments, accounting for what teachers know and 
what teachers do” (Polly & Brantley Dias, 2009, p. 46). Figure 1 illustrates the relationships 
between TPACK and its domains. 
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Figure 1. TPACK domains (TPCK) 
 
The TPACK domains have been described by Van Olphen (2008a) regarding world 
language teachers’ knowledge.  According to Van Olphen, the content knowledge (CK) 
refers to the target language (TL) proficiency; the pedagogical knowledge (PK) refers to the 
knowledge of processes of teaching and learning; the technological knowledge (TK) refers to 
knowledge of using different technologies;  the pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) refers 
to the knowledge of SLA theories and teaching skills; the technological content knowledge 
(TCK) refers to an understanding of how knowledge of content and technology interact; the 
technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK) refers to an understanding of how technology 
can be used to aid the teaching and learning process. TPACK would then represent the 
knowledge of how these components interact with each other, helping create effective 
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teaching with technology. Van Olphen (2008a) argues that “when there are no broken lines 
among CK, PCK, and TCK, the integration of technology naturally slides to TPCK” (p. 121).  
Some education researchers have argued for a more accurate distinction of the 
TPACK domains and pointed out what is missing in the framework (Angeli & Valanides, 
2009; Archambault & Crippen, 2009; Cox & Graham, 2009). Besides suggesting better 
definitions of the constructs (Cox & Graham, 2009), they argued for the consideration of 
other aspects, such as teachers’ beliefs, the context, and the affordances of the tool, as part 
of the framework (Angeli & Valanides, 2009) and, in the case of second and foreign 
language teaching, the duality of content knowledge (e.g., Van Olphen, 2008b). This duality 
of content knowledge has been discussed with regards to World Language Teacher 
Education (Rodriguez, 2006; Van Olphen, 2008a) and Second Language Teacher Education 
(Graves, 2009). Content knowledge should include knowledge of the target language and 
knowledge about the target language. Knowledge of the target language includes the level 
of fluency in the target language and culture (e.g., the ability to communicate with others). 
Knowledge about the target language refers to an understanding of SLA as well as the 
surface structure of the language (Rodriguez, 2006). Content knowledge is complex 
because, as mentioned earlier, language is both the content and the medium of instruction. 
Unlike other models (e.g., Hampel and Stickler, 2005), TPACK also accounts for content 
knowledge, showing the importance of comprehending how content can be represented by 
technology and which activities could be used to achieve specific language learning goals.  
The TPACK framework proposed by Koehler and Mishra (2006) has been adapted to 
specifically address teaching languages in virtual worlds such as Second Life (see Figure 2). 
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The skills identified by VW and SLA researchers were also taken into account for the 
definition of each of the seven domains of knowledge. Teachers’ background knowledge, 
their philosophies regarding technology use (Nelson, Christopher, & Mims, 2009), and the 
beliefs that both teachers and students bring to the situation as well as the 3D environment 
and use of avatars should be considered as part of the context, which is represented by 
purple dotted lines in Figure 2. Teachers’ beliefs and teaching philosophies affect if, when, 
and how technology will be used in the classroom (Nelson, Christopher, & Mims, 2009) and 
should be part of teacher training courses.  
The definitions of content knowledge (CK) and pedagogical knowledge (PK), as well 
as the intersection of these domains, follow the ones proposed by Van Olphen (2008a). As 
argued by Graves (2009), Rodriguez (2006), and Van Olphen (2008b), the duality of the 
content knowledge needs to be taken into account. In figure 2 two blue circles show the 
two components of this knowledge: knowledge of the language and knowledge about the 
language. These components of content knowledge are defined in the same way as 
explained above. It is expected that language teachers, especially in-service teachers, have 
content knowledge. The importance of knowing the subject matter (CK), as well as having 
technology and pedagogical skills have been pointed out by several researchers (see Table 
3). Pedagogical knowledge (PK) refers to the ability to teach (e.g., Abras & Sunshine, 2008; 
Hubbard & Levy, 2006a); pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) includes the knowledge of 
how to design, modify, and evaluate tasks to ensure language goals are accomplished (e.g., 
Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009). 
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Figure 2. Adapted TPACK framework  
 
Technological knowledge (TK) is defined in the same way as Van Olphen (2008a) did 
for world language teacher education. For the purposes of this study, technological 
knowledge specifically refers to “knowledge of how to use emerging technologies” (Cox & 
Graham, 2009, p. 63); emerging technologies are not yet transparent in the contexts in 
which they are being used, which is the case of SL in this study. Angeli and Valanides (2009) 
also suggest that the affordances of the tool be taken into consideration when helping 
teachers get prepared to integrate technology into their classroom. Teacher educators 
should bear in mind that explicitly teaching “how the unique features or affordances of a 
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tool can be used to transform a specific content domain for specific learners” is important 
(Angeli & Valanides, 2009, p. 158).  Thus, in general TK includes the ability to troubleshoot 
(e.g., Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009) and an understanding of how to use 
different technologies (e.g., Hegelheimer, 2006; Hampel & Stickler, 2005). More specifically, 
in this study TK refers to the ability to use SL, help students learn how to use and fix 
problems in SL, as well as understand the different features of this platform.  
The intersections between technological knowledge and the other two domains, 
content and pedagogical knowledge, as well as the intersection among all three domains 
(TPACK), were also defined according to Van Olphen’s definitions. Technological content 
knowledge (TCK) relates to the ability to understand the technology (affordances and 
constraints) and choose the appropriate technology to teach the content (e.g., Desjardins & 
Peters, 2007). With regards to teaching in virtual worlds, TCK includes the ability to 
understand how VW’s features can be used to represent language concepts. Technological 
pedagogical knowledge (TPK) involves knowledge of online methodology (e.g., Youngs, 
2007) as well as how to build online communities (e.g., Abras & Sunshine, 2008; Hampel & 
Stickler, 2005) and facilitate interaction (e.g., Compton, 2009). As Freidhoff (2008) points 
out, special care should be taken when designing tasks because different technologies offer 
distinct affordances and constraints. Teachers confident in their TPK demonstrate the ability 
to select appropriate areas of VW to teach their classes, design activities, and make 
pedagogical decisions regarding how languages can be best taught in this environment.  
Technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) considers the intersection of these 
domains and the teachers’ ability to choose the best technology to use to teach different 
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language concepts and accomplish specific language goals in a pedagogically-sound way. In 
a VW, TPACK refers to the ability to identify the affordances of the VW that can be best 
used to practice a language concept, design an activity that takes this affordance into 
account, and be prepared to overcome the challenges that might get in the way of a 
successful learning experience. Indicated with a pink circle in Figure 2 is the specific area 
which this study aims at addressing: Teaching languages with virtual worlds. Table 4 lists the 
definitions of TPACK and its domains as well as SLA research that identified competencies 
corresponding to these domains.    
The TPACK framework provides a good starting point for the organization and 
discussion of the competencies language teachers need in order to teach in online 
environments, including VWs such as SL. As Van Olphen (2008a) puts it, “TPCK provides a 
robust framework for professionals seeking to understand the complexities of meaningful 
integrative approaches for technologies as they pertain to the knowledge base of second 
language teacher education” (p.118). That is, the focus of the TPACK framework is on the 
sound integration of technology. It helps ensure that language teachers not only have the 
pedagogical, content, and technological knowledge they need but also understand how to 
best integrate technology into their classes. TPACK is used in this study as a guide to the 
understanding of what constitutes the knowledge base of the language teacher in the 
particular context of teaching languages in SL and how the integration of SL as a platform 
into the language classroom can best be achieved.  
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Table 4. Definitions of TPACK domains for this study 
 
TPACK 
domain 
Definition SLA basis for components of TPACK 
TK Knowledge of how to use different technolo-
gies, including the ability to troubleshoot and 
use emerging technologies such as virtual 
worlds 
Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; 
Hegelheimer, 2006; Hampel & Stickler, 2005; 
Hubbard, 2008; Kessler, 2006; Oxford & Jung, 
2007; Van Olphen, 2008a 
PK Knowledge of the processes of teaching  Abras & Sunshine, 2008; Compton, 2009; 
Hubbard & Levy, 2006b; Johnson, 2009; Van 
Olphen, 2008a 
 
CK Knowledge of the target language (level of 
fluency in the target language and culture) and 
knowledge about the target language 
(understanding of SLA theories and the surface 
structure of the language) 
 
Abras & Sunshine, 2008; Bartels, 2009; Hubbard 
& Levy, 2006; Graves, 2009; Johnson, 2009; 
Richards, 1998; Rodriguez, 2006; Van Olphen, 
2008a 
PCK Knowledge of how to design, modify, and 
evaluate tasks to ensure language goals are 
accomplished 
 
Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; 
Hegelheimer, 2006; Van Olphen, 2008a 
TPK Knowledge of online methodology as well as 
how to build online communities and facilitate 
interaction 
Abras & Sunshine, 2008; Chapelle & 
Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; Desjardins 
& Peters, 2007; Hampel and Stickler, 2005; 
Hubbard & Levy, 2006b; Kessler, 2006; Youngs, 
2007 
 
TCK Knowledge of how the technology works (af-
fordances and constraints) and how to choose 
appropriate technologies to teach the content 
 
Desjardins & Peters, 2007 
TPACK Knowledge of how to choose the best tech-
nology to use in pedagogically-sound way to 
teach different language concepts and ac-
complish specific language goals 
Van Olphen, 2008a 
 
 
Preparing L2 teachers to teach in VWs 
In spite of the indications of virtual worlds potential as platforms for teaching 
different disciplines, “relatively few new pedagogical models have emerged and 
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theorization is only just beginning” (Savin-Baden, 2011, p. 16). Savin-Baden (2011) argues 
that many of the experiences reported so far seemed to not have been informed by 
previous literature. Perhaps the explorative nature of 3D virtual worlds and initial stage of 
research in this area prompts educators to try things out without much concern regarding 
theoretical justifications. Nonetheless, a few researchers have proposed models that could 
be used to define what teaching and learning in these environments should or would look 
like.  
While some Second Language Teacher Education (SLTE) researchers claim that F2F 
pedagogies do not easily transfer to online environments (e.g., Compton, 2009), some VW 
researchers claim that pedagogies for teaching in VWs can be adapted from teachers’ 
knowledge of F2F pedagogies. For instance, Sweeney et al. (2011) believe that a pedagogy 
for teaching in VWs “largely consists of the realization that much real life best practice has 
transfer value into the new context” (p.269); they define a good teacher in this environment 
as one who is a good teacher in real life, but who knows how to adapt to the affordances 
and constraints of the virtual environment. Likewise, Salmon (2009) suggests to start by 
exploring ways in which educational concepts we already know might transfer, even if 
perhaps just partially, but to keep our minds open to other possibilities and pedagogies. She 
believes that existing elearning educational models could be seen as a starting point for the 
development of a VW-pedagogy. Salmon’s (2002) five-stage elearning model was later 
(Salmon, Nie, & Edirinsingha, 2010) tested to verify its applicability to Second Life. Salmon’s 
(2002) model outlines different stages for learning online, from having access to and 
learning about the technology to being able to transfer knowledge. Salmon et al. (2010) 
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designed and tested activities for each stage and tried them out in Second Life. Their 
research indicates that Salmon’s (2002) original model can be used as a model for elearning 
in VWs “but the potential at each stage is slightly different” (Salmon et al., 2010, p. 180).  
  Practical suggestions and reports of personal experiences relating to the design of 
activities and creation of courses have also been published in Wikis, Nings, blogs (e.g., Kern, 
2009), articles (Stoerger, 2010), and books (e.g., Savin-Baden, 2010). Kern’s (2009) blog 
reports on her language teaching experiences in SL and provides readers with descriptions 
of activities, evaluations of tools available, and personal reflections on what worked and 
what did not work.  Stoerger’s (2010) guide provides information about Second Life, a guide 
for first time teachers, and suggestions of student-centered activities that take Second Life’s 
affordances and instructional tools into account. She claims that a different mindset is 
needed for teaching in this environment; both teachers and students need to be open to 
experiment with and explore the virtual world. Similarly, Savin-Baden (2010) walks teachers 
through the whole process of creating a course in Second Life; she describes the initial 
planning stages and decisions, suggests ways to prepare the students for learning in SL, and 
summarizes theories for creating activities (p. 37) as well as types of activities that work 
well or are not as successful (p. 39). For example, she explains that teachers need to decide 
how much freedom to give the students and how much learning should be scaffolded and 
directed.  
Whereas VWs give teachers and students various possibilities for creativity and play, 
what is expected from educational settings might be different from the freedom that VWs 
afford. Thus, Savin-Baden (2010) recommends that teachers understand what students’ 
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needs and technological skills are and that teachers are familiar with the environment. 
Besides pointing out the importance of considering pedagogical approaches that fit with the 
use of VWs, she argues that there might be a need to reconsider new approaches and 
practices that could be more appropriate. She also argues that the connection between the 
subject matter or discipline being taught and the use of a VW is very important. According 
to Savin-Baden (2010), the transfer of pedagogies from real-world practices to VWs might 
not always work. Moreover, the use of VWs in educational settings raises questions 
regarding teachers and students’ roles, power and control, and how learning happens in 
these environments. Nonetheless, Savin-Baden, Gourlay, Tomb, and Steils (2010) argue that 
“it is essential to recognize that pedagogical design within IVWs [Interactive Virtual Worlds] 
is advancing, as educators become more aware of the environmental and pedagogical 
affordances that it can offer” (p. 126).  
Two studies on the preparation of teachers to teach in Second Life have been 
published, though not specifically related to language teaching (Girvan & Savage, 2010; 
Vasileiou & Paraskeva, 2010). These studies addressed teachers’ opinions of and 
participation in tasks in SL. Girvan and Savage (2010) used chat logs, researcher’s 
observations, semi-structured interviews, and the artifacts created by the participants, 
twenty educators from around the world, to analyze their participation in and opinion of SL. 
Their results indicate that the learners collaborated through interaction and they found 
evidence of learning. They believe that it is important to consider SL’s affordances in order 
to identify appropriate pedagogies.  Vasileiou and Paraskeva (2010) researched factors 
affecting engagement in virtual environments by asking fifteen primary and secondary 
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private and public school teachers to participate in role playing tasks. Most teachers found 
the experience interesting and innovative and appreciated the opportunity to work with 
others. Unlike the results of Deutschmann and Panichi (2009), almost all the teachers in 
Vasileiou and Paraskeva’s research claimed that their interest peaked while they were par-
ticipating in the role plays. Four out of twelve teachers mentioned fatigue and mental strain 
and three out of twelve teachers listed technical problems as the drawbacks of the 
experience. The results of this study indicate that it may be worth using SL for teacher 
professional development. 
Besides the studies mentioned above, one project looked at language teacher 
preparation to teach in Second Life: the Access to Virtual and Action Learning live Online 
(AVALON) Project funded with support of the European Commission (avalonlearning). As 
part of the AVALON project, a group of universities and organizations worked on the design 
of a teacher training course and, as a result of the pilot, a set of recommendations were 
posted in the project’s website (avalonlearning). The course was peer-taught by tutors who 
were experienced SL teachers over a period of 6 weeks (50 hours total). Teachers met their 
tutors for two hours synchronously two times a week and were expected to use the other 
26 hours for self-study. Synchronous meetings were held at their own island in SL but they 
also had the support of a Wiki and a Moodle course. The eighteen teachers who chose to 
participate in this study had to have prior teaching experience, at least one year, but 
knowledge of SL was not required; some of them had had prior experience with online 
learning. At the end of the course they had to create a lesson plan and carry out one activity 
in front of their peers.  
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According to the feedback report (Motteram, Brown, & Onat-Stelma, n.d.), teachers 
actively participated in the discussion forums but did not use Moodle as actively as the 
tutors hoped; they felt that the course length was appropriate and that they had sufficient 
support out of SL; they regarded the SL lessons as very helpful; and, in spite of some 
technical difficulties, they generally felt motivated, curious, and excited. The tutors’ 
feedback indicated that they enjoyed teaching the course and the way it was structured but 
they believe that more collaboration among tutors would have been beneficial. As a result 
of this experience, they have created a trainer manual which includes suggestions of 
activities and tasks as well as advice on teaching languages in Second Life.  
Virtual worlds’ researchers and educators have started to point out some 
competencies teachers need to teach using these platforms and make recommendations 
regarding the design and implementation of classes in Second Life (e.g., Savin-Baden, 2010). 
However, as Savin-Baden et al. (2010) argue, “learning environments within IVWs still 
require consideration and theorization in order for curriculum designers to ensure a 
situated pedagogy and a rationale for their use” (p. 126). Thus, it is important to investigate 
and further understand what teacher preparation for language teaching in 3D VWs should 
look like. When teaching in VWs there are issues that need to be considered and both 
teachers and staff need to keep their minds open to need to adapt pedagogy (Savin-Baden, 
2010). The study reported here aims at adding to this body of knowledge.  
Based on the results of the AVALON project as well as other accounts from SL 
researchers and practitioners I compiled a preliminary list of competencies that illustrate 
what teachers would need to know to be able to teach in VWs such as SL. Table 5 
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summarizes SL researchers’ recommendations regarding teaching in VWs and SLA 
researchers’ suggestions for the language teacher preparation. The summary of SL 
competencies at this point is not limited to language teaching, though. The TPACK domains 
were added to the table to help illustrate the different domains of knowledge SLA and VWs 
researchers believe are needed.  
 
Table 5. Competencies needed to teach in online environments and in virtual worlds 
 
TPACK 
domain 
Online teaching Teaching in Virtual Worlds 
CK Know the content (i.e., knowledge about the TL 
and knowledge of the TL) (e.g., Graves, 2009) 
Understand learners’ needs (Kaplan-Rakowski, 
2010; Savin-Baden, 2010) 
 
PK Know how to teach (i.e., pedagogy) (Abras & 
Sunshine, 2008; Compton, 2009; Johnson, 2009)  
 
 
TK Understand how to use the different technologies 
(e.g., Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004) 
Know how to troubleshoot (i.e., technical skills) 
(e.g., Hegelheimer, 2006) 
Be able to choose appropriate technologies (e.g., 
Hubbard & Levy, 2006a) 
Be up to date on the newest technologies (e.g., 
Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004) 
 
Be familiar with the environment (Savin-Baden, 
2010; Stoerger, 2010) 
Understand affordances and constraints  (Savin-
Baden, 2010) 
Know how to use the VW (Savin-Baden, 2010) 
Know how to troubleshoot 
Be able to train students to use SL (Kuriscak & 
Luke, 2009; Savin-Baden, 2010) 
PCK Know how to evaluate tasks and modify them to 
ensure goals are accomplished (Chapelle & 
Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009)  
 
 
TCK  Understand the relationship between the use of 
VW and the subject matter (Savin-Baden, 2010) 
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Table 5. Continued  
 
TPACK 
domain 
Online teaching Teaching in Virtual Worlds 
TPK Understand online teaching methodology (e.g., 
Compton, 2009; Kessler, 2006) 
Understand the importance of building online 
communities (e.g., Compton, 2009)  
Know how to facilitate discussions and en-
courage interaction (e.g., Chapelle & 
Hegelheimer, 2004; Hampel, 2009)  
Be able to overcome the lack of visual cues 
(Abras & Sunshine, 2008)  
Know how to design appropriate tasks for the 
online environment (e.g., Hegelheimer, 2006) 
Know how to facilitate learning and interaction 
in SL (Sweeney et al., 2011) 
Show students the purpose of using SL 
(Deutschmann & Panichi, 2009) 
Identify appropriate pedagogies (Girvan & 
Savage, 2010; Savin-Baden, 2010) 
Think of teachers and students roles (Savin-
Baden et al., 2009; Savin-Baden, 2010; Stoerger, 
2010) 
Be able to create and evaluate benefits and 
drawbacks of different activities (Savin-Baden, 
2010) 
Understand own views about online teaching 
and collaboration (Savin-Baden, 2010) 
Be able to assess learning in SL (Savin-Baden, 
2010) 
Be able to create activities that take SL’s af-
fordances into account (Hislope, 2008; 
Peterson, 2011; Savin-Baden et al., 2010; 
Stoerger, 2010) 
 
TPACK  Think of clear educational goals for using the 
VW (Dudeney & Ramsay, 2009) 
Understand how learning theories inform the 
design of activities (Savin-Baden, 2010) 
Design different tasks taking into account SLA 
theories (Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010) 
 
To sum up, virtual worlds such as SL are believed to be rich environments for 
language education. Affordances claimed by researchers in the area suggest that VWs 
provide educators with a wide range of possibilities that, when explored well, could enable 
the creation of motivating and interactive language learning situations. Research in this area 
is still at the initial stages (Sykes, 2011) and well-structured, data-driven studies are needed 
(Kuriscak & Luke, 2009) to provide empirical evidence for the benefits pointed out thus far. 
Findings would shed light on how to take the most advantage of what VWs have to offer for 
the creation of motivating and pedagogically-sound language learning experiences. This 
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study aims at identifying competencies needed for the teaching of languages in VWs as well 
as how language teachers should be prepared to teach in these environments. Teachers’ 
opinions of SL, its affordances and constraints for language teaching, were also investigated 
because these opinions might influence teachers’ decision regarding if and how this 
environment can and should be used. The research questions guiding this study are 
described and explained below. 
 
 
Research Questions 
This study aimed at answering the general question “What do language teachers 
need to know in order to teach in SL?” Current knowledge about the skills needed is to a 
great extent based on experiences posted in blogs, Wikis, Nings, and discussion forums 
(e.g., “Are you ready to teach in Second Life?”, n.d.; Kern, 2009) rather than systematic 
research. There are few studies that examine online language teacher education (Hall & 
Knox, 2009) and, to the best of my knowledge, only the AVALON project (avalonlearning) 
addressed language teachers’ experiences in and evaluations of a teacher training course in 
SL. As Kaplan-Rakowski (2010) argues, there is an “increasing need for a reference which 
instructors could use as a starting point in learning how to incorporate virtual worlds such 
as SL into their classes” (p. 307). This study aimed at addressing this issue.  
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Research question 1: What do language teachers participating in this study think they 
need to know in order to teach in SL (or a similar virtual world)? Which key competencies 
do teachers participating in the study point out as important? 
If language teachers are to use VWs such as SL in their language classes they need to 
be prepared; thus, it is important to identify the key competencies they need to teach in 
these virtual environments. As mentioned before, the skills needed to teach in SL, as well as 
levels of difficulty and potential challenges, have been addressed in research forums and 
blogs. However, it is important to provide evidence of what teacher preparation might 
entail (Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004), especially when emerging technologies such as 
virtual worlds are to be used.  
 
Research question 2: How do participants assess their technological pedagogical content 
knowledge (TPACK) in the context of teaching languages in the virtual world of Second 
Life after participating in the teacher development course? 
This study used TPACK as a framework to interpret teachers’ perceptions of their 
ability to use SL in their language classes in a pedagogically-sound way, making connections 
between the content (target language), pedagogy, and technology. It was expected that 
participants possessed the content and pedagogical knowledge (CK and PK, respectively), as 
well as knowledge of the domains that combine these – that is, pedagogical content 
knowledge (PCK) – before the beginning of the teacher development course. Although 
participants with different technological abilities – including technological knowledge (TK), 
technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK), and technological content knowledge (TCK) – 
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participated in this study, they had limited or no experience using SL or other VWs. The 
course was designed to provide means for the development of technological pedagogical 
content knowledge (TPACK) in the specific context of teaching languages in virtual worlds. 
For this reason, participants’ perceptions of knowledge in the seven TPACK domains helped 
address the issue of what knowledge they believe they had before the course and, after 
taking the course, what they thought they still needed to know in order to use SL for 
language teaching.   
 
Research question 3: What do participants believe should be part of a teacher 
development course focused on the teaching of languages in a virtual world such as SL? 
How do teachers participating in the study assess the teacher development course in SL? 
Participants’ opinion with regards to the teacher development course in and about 
SL is important to ensure that teacher development courses such as the one in this study 
are designed to suit language teachers’ needs as learners. It is worth considering not only 
what teachers need to know to teach in VWs but also how they believe their learning 
experience would be more positive and enriching. Thus, this question aimed at gathering 
participants’ opinions about the teacher development course, which was used for the 
development of guidelines for the creation of future teacher development courses in and 
about SL.  
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Research question 4: How do participants assess the use of SL (or other similar virtual 
worlds) for language teaching after participating in the teacher development course? 
After participating in the teacher development course, participants were better pre-
pared to evaluate SL, its affordances and constraints. Since teachers’ beliefs regarding the 
use of technology in the language classroom influence their decisions of whether or not to 
use it (Nelson, Christopher, and Mims, 2009), it is important to gather their opinions about 
the use of SL in language classes. This might also be tied to their ideas of what they need to 
know and do to be able to teach using VWs. 
 
Chapter Summary 
Literature that informed this study was reviewed in this chapter. As empirical 
evidence addressing the specific focus of the present study’s research is scarce, findings 
regarding the use virtual worlds for language teaching and learning and second language 
teacher education were reviewed. First, 3D virtual environments were defined and the main 
characteristics common to all these environments were pointed out. Then, characteristics 
specific to Second Life were mentioned and Second Life’s affordances and constraints were 
discussed. The few empirical evidence found in the area were also explained. The second 
part of the chapter looks at SLTE, focusing on what researchers believe should be part of the 
language teacher knowledge base and how they believe teacher preparation for technology 
integration should be. Standards, guidelines and frameworks that have been used to help 
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identify and describe this knowledge were also examined. The framework adapted to this 
study was explained in detail and connections to competencies indicated by VW and SLA 
researchers were made. The last section of this chapter aimed at putting together what we 
know from research in these areas and describing what language teacher knowledge base 
for teaching in 3D virtual environments might consist of. Language teacher preparation for 
teaching in 3D environments was also described based on the findings from both areas. 
Finally, the research questions that guided this study were explained. Chapter 3 describes 
the research design used in this study as well as the participants, data collection 
instruments, and procedure for data analysis.  
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY 
This chapter describes the case study methodology used in this dissertation. It 
provides a definition of and rationale for the use of a case study design. Two groups of 
participants participated in a teacher development course (in 2010 and in 2011) specifically 
designed to train them on how to teach languages in a virtual world. A detailed description 
of the setting, the participants, and the course designed for this study is provided. A 
rationale for the selection of materials and activities is also explained and differences 
between the course taught in 2010 and the one taught in 2011 are described. In the next 
section, the course materials and data collection instruments are outlined. The chapter 
closes with a detailed description of the procedures for the data collection and analysis. 
 
Research Methodology 
This study used a case study methodology. Creswell (2009) defines case studies as “a 
strategy of inquiry in which the researcher explores in depth a program, event, activity, 
process or one of more individuals” (p. 13). Duff (2008) lists key recurring principles, 
characteristic of any case study: “boundedness or singularity, in-depth study, multiple 
perspectives or triangulation, particularity, contextualization and interpretation” (p. 23). Yin 
(2009) mentions three types of case studies: descriptive, exploratory, and explanatory. 
Descriptive case studies describe the phenomenon under investigation; exploratory case 
studies focus on defining questions and hypothesis; and explanatory case studies attempt 
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to explain the reason for what is happening. Yin (2009) further classifies case studies into 
single- and multiple- case studies, with one or more embedded units of analysis. The case 
study reported here will be an exploratory single-case study with two units of analysis; that 
is, the teacher development course was taught twice, once in 2010 and again in 2011.   
Case studies need to be defined by clear boundaries for the case under investigation 
(Creswell, 2009; Duff, 2008; Yin, 2009); the present study was bounded by participants (lan-
guage teachers who are inexperienced users of SL) and time (5 to 8 weeks). In this particular 
case the unit of analysis was the teacher development course in SL and about using SL for 
language learning and teaching. The investigation of language teachers’ perceived and 
needed knowledge to teach in SL can be described as a groundbreaking case, one in which 
“[t]he situation is totally new, and little, if any, knowledge exists that has been gained 
through structured research” (Scholz & Tietje, 2002, p.13). Because case studies “can open 
up new areas of future research” (Duff, 2008, p.44), case study methodology seems the 
most suitable research method to explore the rather unexplored area of preparing language 
teachers to teach in VWs. 
Case study methodology requires the careful planning of data collection to include 
several sources of data (Creswell, 2009; Duff, 2008; Yin, 2009). Case studies can use and be 
limited to quantitative evidence (Chapelle & Duff, 2003; Duff, 2008; Yin, 2009) but they 
typically include observations of events and interviews with participants. Thus, the present 
study included quantitative (Likert-scale surveys) and qualitative (blogs, interviews, screen 
and audio recordings, and researcher’s journal) sources of evidence that were triangulated 
to address the issue from different angles; the Likert-scale surveys (TPACK surveys 1 and 2) 
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were used to address the research question 2, regarding participants’ perceived 
technological pedagogical content knowledge, and the other data collection instruments 
helped answer all research questions (see Table 14). A thick description of the context was 
provided and the data were triangulated to add to the validity of interpretations made of 
the case (Creswell, 2009).  
 
Setting  
Both the course and data collection happened online at a distance. Language 
teachers participated in a teacher development course, completed background and TPACK 
questionnaires, and answered interview questions online using Second Life, SuveyMonkey 
and Skype. It is not known whether they were at the university setting when the data was 
collected; I as the researcher and teacher of the course taught and collected all the data 
from home using my own desktop computer.  The teacher development course specifically 
designed to equip language teachers with the necessary skills to teach languages in VWs 
such as SL was taught twice, once in the summer of 2010 and again in the summer of 2011. 
Data were collected before, during, and after each time the teacher development course 
was taught.  
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Participants  
Participants who agreed to participate in this study were language teachers with 
different teaching experiences (e.g., second or foreign language) who had limited or no ex-
perience with SL. They were recruited via emails sent to Intensive English Programs as well 
as Modern Languages and Applied Linguistics departments at two universities in the 
Midwest United States. Careful sampling of participants helped provide information about 
the situation and lead to a better understanding of the problem (Chapelle & Duff, 2003; 
Creswell, 2009). A more detailed description of the participants in each group is provided 
below. 
Because participants were in-service teachers it was assumed that they had the 
knowledge of the content area they were teaching, the target language, and the pedagogi-
cal knowledge needed to teach in a F2F setting. Participants were expected to know how to 
use some technologies, and perhaps how to teach with them, but not to be familiar with 
VW use or teaching in this environment. As the designer and teacher of the course, these 
assumptions regarding the participants of the course certainly shaped my decisions of what 
to include in the course and how to explore each of the topics.  
I as the researcher also acted as a participant in that I was the designer and teacher 
of the language teacher development course in SL. The researcher’s role is more prominent 
because the researcher is an active participant in the speech event; being aware of poten-
tial bias and values is important (Creswell, 2009; Duff, 2008). Thus, it is worth noting that I 
have been using SL for more than three years; although I am familiar with other VWs I have 
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not had a chance to explore them much. I have researched and presented about SL, created 
materials and activities, mentored faculty members (Silva, Correia, & Pardo-Ballester, 2010), 
and tried out a couple of activities with my ESL students in SL. Nonetheless, I have never 
had a chance to teach a full or hybrid course in this virtual environment.   
 
Teacher Development Course: Summer 2010 
In the summer of 2010 an email invitation to participate in the study was sent to the 
language teachers in an Applied Linguistics program and the Intensive English program at a 
Midwestern university in the United States; two teachers in the Modern Languages depart-
ment of the same university heard about the study and contacted the researcher. One 
teacher from the Intensive English program, three teachers from the Applied Linguistics 
program, and two teachers from the Modern Languages department agreed to participate 
in the study. However, the teacher from the Intensive English program decided to leave the 
study in the first week; she explained she was too busy because she was involved in other 
projects. The other five participants, three females and two males, followed through. Table 
6 summarizes their background information.  
Jennifer, a Chinese speaker, has been a teacher of English for 3 years and is currently 
working on her PhD in Applied Linguistics. She has taught mainly adults of all levels. She al-
ways uses technology in her classes; her students do internet research and online exercises 
and use computer software and chat rooms. Before the study she was not familiar with VWs 
and did not play computer games. She said she has no reasons to use VWs and mentioned 
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that she does not use VWs because she does not like these virtual environments. During the 
teacher development course she hoped to see how VWs could be helpful for language 
learning as well as how to integrate it into her classes. She was interested in learning more 
about SL but not extremely motivated. She shared that she had tried to use SL prior to the 
study but had not had a very good experience. 
 
Table 6. Teacher Development Course 2010 Participants 
 
Participants Jennifer John Julie Ryan Mary 
Gender Female Male Female Male Female 
 
Age range 27-32 32+ 27-32 27-32 32+ 
 
Native language  Chinese Spanish English Ukranian and 
Russian 
 
Spanish 
Years of 
experience 
 
3 Half year 10 3 4 
Languages 
taught 
 
English Spanish English, 
Spanish 
English Spanish 
Levels taught All levels Advanced  All levels All levels All levels 
 
Age group taught Adult Teenagers and 
adults 
 
All ages All ages All ages 
Responsibilities Plan classes, 
design mate-
rials, select 
textbooks 
Plan classes, 
design materi-
als 
Plan classes, 
design materi-
als and tests, 
train teachers 
Plan classes, 
design materi-
als and tests, 
provide 
instructional 
support 
 
Plan classes, 
design materi-
als and tests 
Materials used Textbooks, 
computers, 
board, OHP, 
DVD, CDs, TV 
Textbooks, 
flashcards, 
computers, 
board, OHP, 
CDs 
Textbooks, 
computers, 
board, OHP, 
DVD, CDs, TV 
Textbooks, 
computers, 
board, OHP 
Textbooks, 
flashcards, 
computers, 
board, OHP, 
DVD, CDs 
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John has taught his native language, Spanish, to advanced learners for a semester.  
His students do internet research, listen to podcasts, and use computer software. Since he 
has a background in architecture he sometimes uses a virtual 3D model called Revit. 
According to him, business purposes and the design of spaces as an architect are reasons to 
use VWs. He had never used VWs in his classes because he did not know how to teach with 
VWs. He had two expectations regarding the teacher development course in SL: a) to 
improve his teaching performance and b) “to have more opportunities to teach different 
Spanish classes” (John, Background Questionnaire). He seemed highly motivated to learn 
how to teach in SL because SL is used in the hybrid Spanish classes in the Modern Languages 
department where he teaches. Knowing how to use SL would ensure he was able to teach 
some of these Spanish classes.   
Julie, a PhD student in the Applied Linguistics program, has experienced teaching her 
native language, English, and Spanish for more than ten years. Besides planning classes and 
designing materials, she is also responsible for training teachers. Activities with technology 
that she often does with her students include internet research, online exercises and 
games, and podcasts. She had heard of SL but had never used it before the course; she was 
not familiar with any other VWs. She believes that VWs could be used to meet new people, 
for fun, to teach, and for business purposes. Nonetheless, she did not use VWs because she 
did not know how to use them or how to teach with them. She hoped to learn how to use 
SL appropriately in a hybrid class, perhaps because it is used in the department where she 
teaches, the Modern Languages department. She expected a steep learning curve but she 
hoped it would get easier with more experience and practice. She said she was “going into 
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this learning experience looking for opportunities about how to best teach a language using 
Second Life, so [she would] be open to the different features of the program that may or 
may not facilitate a language learning environment” (Julie, Background Questionnaire). Julie 
is the only participant who participated in the study in 2010 and 2011.  
Ryan, a native speaker of Ukranian and Russian, is also a PhD student in the Applied 
Linguistics program. He has taught English to all student levels for three years. Besides 
planning classes and designing materials and tests, he has had the responsibility of 
providing instructional support and administering a learning management system, Moodle. 
He is the only participant in this group who had had prior experience with SL; he had 
already been exposed to some of the basic skills. He is very interested in learning new 
technologies, which could have stimulated him to expand his knowledge of how to use SL 
and how to create and carry out activities in this virtual environment.  
Mary is a lecturer in the Modern Languages department. She has taught her native 
language, Spanish, to learners of all levels and ages for four years. Her students often 
conduct research on the internet, do online exercises, and play online games. Before the 
course, she was not familiar with any VWs but she believed it could be used for teaching. 
She has not yet used VWs in her classes because she did not know how. She mentioned that 
soon she will be teaching a hybrid class that will use SL for the online meetings, thus her 
interest in learning how to use SL to teach languages. She hoped “to learn how to create 
and design activities that will engage and motivate [her] students” (Mary, Background 
Questionnaire). 
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Participants were asked to answer a TPACK survey before the beginning of the 
course. This 6-point Likert-scale survey was used to gather information regarding their 
perceived technological, pedagogical, and content knowledge. Results indicate that 
participants were more confident in their content and pedagogical knowledge than in their 
technological knowledge. Their level of confidence in their ability to teach languages (PCK) 
was the highest. In spite of their lower level of confidence in their technological knowledge, 
they felt more confident in their abilities to teach languages using technology as well as find 
pedagogically-sound ways to do so. Table 7 below summarizes the results of this group’s 
survey as well as individual differences.  
 
Table 7. Participants perceived knowledge of TPACK before the 2010 course 
 
 Jennifer John Julie Ryan Mary Average 
Technological knowledge (TK) 3 3 4.43 5.45 3.43 3.86 
 
Content knowledge (CK) 4.88 3.88 4.88 5.25 5.88 4.95 
 
Pedagogical knowledge (PK) 4.86 4.71 5 4.86 5.43 4.97 
 
Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK) 5.33 5 5 5.33 6 5.33 
 
Technological content knowledge (TCK) 5.50 4 4 5 5 4.70 
 
Technological pedagogical  knowledge (TPK) 5 4 5 5.25 5 4.85 
 
Technological pedagogical content 
knowledge (TPACK) 
4 4 4 5 5 4.40 
 4.65 4.08 4.62 5.16 5.11 4.72 
Note: 1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree 
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Teacher Development Course: Summer 2011 
Language teachers in an Applied Linguistics program, the Modern Languages Depart-
ment and the Intensive English program at three Midwestern universities in the United 
States were invited to participate in the study. Ten language teachers agreed to participate, 
nine from one university and one from another Midwestern university.  Nonetheless, only 
six followed through: four teachers who worked at Intensive English programs, including the 
one who worked at a different university and two who are part of the PhD program in 
Applied Linguistics, one of whom participated in the study in 2010. Of the four teachers who 
did not complete the study, one did not do any of the course activities and three of them 
decided to leave the study during the fifth week. Among the reasons for dropping the 
course was the fact that they felt they were too busy to do the activities, not interested in 
the VW, or had different expectations about what would be learned. Table 8 summarizes 
the background information of the teachers who participated in the study in 2011. 
Samantha has been teaching her native language, English, for a little more than 
three years. During this time she has taught adult learners at all levels. She is a lecturer in an 
Intensive English program, responsible for planning classes, designing materials and tests, 
training teachers, selecting textbooks, and advising problem students in the program. 
Samantha shared that she enjoys learning about different technologies and always uses 
technology in her language classes. She had not had any previous experience with virtual 
worlds. 
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Julie was a participant in the study before, when the course was taught for the first 
time in 2010. She is still working on her PhD in Applied Linguistics and is a teacher of both 
English, her native language, and Spanish. Because of her previous experience in the 2010 
course she had knowledge of SL basic skills and more confidence in using the environment. 
In her own words:  
I’m very excited to be in this mini-course for the second time and very 
grateful to Karina for including me ;-) Since I’ve participated before I know 
I will have a lot of fun learning. I also want to get the most out of the 
experience by asking lots of questions and taking notes. In short, I hope to 
better prepare myself to teach using SL. (Background Questionnaire) 
 
Josh also teaches his native language, English, at an Intensive English Program. He 
has been an English teacher for the past 6 years and has taught all levels and ages. His 
responsibilities include planning classes and designing materials and tests. He typically uses 
a variety of materials in his classes and often uses technology. Besides online research and 
exercises, he asks his students to listen to podcasts and uses a learning management 
system, Moodle. Josh had had prior experience with Second Life but explained that he 
rarely used it.  He shared that when he used Second Life in the past he did not really 
understand it and that he was looking forward to learning more about this virtual 
environment and discovering ways to teach with it (Background Questionnaire). 
Zack comes from China and is currently working on his PhD in Applied Linguistics. He 
has been an English teacher for the past 6 years, teaching intermediate adult learners. He is 
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responsible for planning classes and training teachers. He sometimes uses technology in his 
classes and asks students to do activities such as internet research, online exercises, and 
listening to podcasts. He hoped that the teacher development course in SL would provide 
him with means to explore the pros and cons of using SL with his students.  
Dylan is a lecturer in the Intensive English Program at a different Midwestern 
university from the one where Samantha, Josh and Sally work. As most of the other 
participants in this group, Dylan has been a teacher of his native language, English, for the 
past four years, teaching teenagers and adults of all proficiency levels. He is responsible for 
planning classes and designing materials and tests. He sometimes uses technology in his 
classes; his students do internet research and online exercises as well as use computer 
software, blogs, and wikis. He had had some prior experience with SL but explained that he 
rarely used it because he felt it took too much time and effort. He expected to interact with 
people, develop “long term connections”, and to learn how to create good materials and 
activities (Background Questionnaire). 
   
6
1
Table 8. Teacher Development Course 2011 Participants 
 
Participants Samantha Julie Josh Zack Dylan Sally 
Gender Female Female Male Male Male Female 
 
Age range 37+ 28-32 
28-32 
28-32 28-32 37+ 
 
Native language  English English English Chinese English English 
 
Years of experience 
 
3.5 12 6 6 4 10+ 
Languages taught 
 
English  English, Spanish English  English English  English  
Levels taught All levels All levels All levels Intermediate All levels Intermediate and 
advanced 
 
Age group taught 
 
Adults All ages All ages Adults Teenagers and 
adults 
All ages 
Responsibilities plan classes 
design materials 
design tests 
train teachers 
select textbooks 
advise problem 
students 
 
plan classes design 
materials design 
tests 
plan classes design 
materials design 
tests  
plan classes 
train teachers 
plan classes design 
materials design 
tests  
plan classes design 
materials design 
tests 
select textbooks 
coordinate writing 
skill area instruc-
tion 
Materials used textbook 
computers  
board  
overhead projec-
tor 
VCR/DVD player  
audio tapes/CDs 
 
textbooks 
flashcards 
computers 
board 
overhead projec-
tor 
VCR/DVD player 
audiotapes/CDs 
TV 
textbooks 
flashcards 
computers 
board 
overhead projec-
tor 
VCR/DVD player 
audiotapes/CDs 
textbooks 
computers 
board 
overhead projec-
tor 
VCR/DVD player 
audiotapes/CDs 
TV 
textbooks 
flashcards 
computers 
board 
overhead projec-
tor 
VCR/DVD player 
computers 
board 
overhead projec-
tor 
VCR/DVD player 
audio tapes/ CDs 
creative student-
centered materials 
such as paper and 
coloring pens  
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Also a lecturer in the Intensive English Program where Samantha and Josh work, 
Sally is responsible for planning classes, designing materials and tests, selecting textbooks, 
and coordinating writing skill area instruction in the program. She has taught her native 
language, English, for more than ten years to intermediate and advanced learners of all 
ages. Sally always uses technology in her classes. She listed various activities she does with 
her students: internet research, online exercises, wikis, podcasts, online games, and 
learning management system (Moodle) – feedback, peer review/response, forum 
discussions, student glossaries, and student journals. She did not have previous experience 
with Second Life but was interested in: 
Learn[ing] how I could teach the necessary skills for a group of diverse 
background/skill/affect filter students to engage in activities that 
promote practice of English communication; help them develop their 
own unique 'voice' in English; and encourage them to use more online 
language learning (my feeling is they rarely use what's available to 
them). AND I want to do all this in a way that allows me to have some 
hand in the actual learner goals and outcomes so that I can justify the 
tool to administrators and students as a legitimate teaching tool that 
promotes specific learning objectives. I don't want to have it be yet 
another nebulous computer-based activity that statistically shows 
general efficacy for those students who already have other high-
aptitude measures and shows negligible or nominal effect on those who 
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don't and has no specific language development measurements associ-
ated with it. (Background Questionnaire). 
 
Before participating in the course in 2011, participants were asked to answer the 6-
point Likert-scale TPACK survey. The results indicate that their lowest level of confidence 
was in their ability to think of pedagogically-sound ways to integrate technology into their 
language classes (TPACK), closely followed by their ability to use and troubleshoot 
technology (TK). Similar to the 2010 group, this group was more confident in their content 
and pedagogical knowledge then they were in their technological knowledge. Table 9 
summarizes these results as well as the individual differences. 
 
Table 9. Participants perceived knowledge of TPACK before the 2011 course 
 
 Samantha Julie Josh Zack Dylan Sally Average  
Technological knowledge (TK) 4.29 5 4 2.14 4.43 3.29 3.86 
 
Content knowledge (CK) 5.75 5.50 6 1.88 5.38 5.88 5.06 
 
Pedagogical knowledge (PK) 4.29 5 5.43 2.14 4.57 5 4.40 
 
Pedagogical content knowledge 
(PCK) 
 
4.67 5 5.33 2.33 4.67 5 4.50 
Technological content knowledge 
(TCK) 
 
5 5 4 2 5 4 4.17 
Technological pedagogical  
knowledge (TPK) 
 
4.50 4.50 4.25 2 4.50 4.50 4.04 
Technological pedagogical 
content knowledge (TPACK) 
4.75 4 3.50 2 4 4 3.71 
 4.75 4.86 4.64 2.07 4.65 4.52 4.25 
Note: 1 = strongly disagree, 6 = strongly agree 
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Course Design 
The overall design of the course was based on the analysis of teachers’ needs from 
the perspective of the TPACK framework. That is, the selection of course activities and 
materials aimed at enabling participants to use Second Life (TK), think of ways to represent 
language concepts in Second Life (TCK), discuss the best ways to teach in Second Life (TPK), 
and create activities that have a clear language learning goal and are designed in a 
pedagogically-sound way (TPACK).  Both times the course was taught it followed the same 
underlying ideas and provided participants with similar resources and activities. The course 
design is explained below; differences and similarities are also pointed out.  
 
Course Description 
The aim of the course was to prepare teachers to teach languages using VWs and 
integrate this technology into their classrooms through the development of pedagogically-
sound activities. Thus, each week of the course was planned to build on the previous one. In 
other words, activities aimed at providing participants with different views of the 
environment. Teachers met six times in SL and had opportunities to explore SL as well as 
reflect, collaborate, and construct knowledge together with their peers. They also created a 
language activity, which they presented to their peers during the last synchronous meeting. 
Thus, activities aimed at exploring affordances of Second Life and giving teachers a chance 
to experience SL in a hands-on approach to learning how to teach in this virtual world. 
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Teacher Development Course: Summer 2010 
This was the first time the teacher development course was taught. The course was 
taught over a three week period; teachers met synchronously for about one hour in SL 
twice a week.  Each week focused on a different topic: in week one teachers learned how to 
use SL; in week two they talked about how other people are using SL to teach languages; 
and in the last week they worked collaboratively to create an activity. Besides the activities I 
demonstrated to this group, they had a chance to meet with a professor of German who 
had been using SL with his students; he demonstrated some of the activities and explained 
some of his successes and challenges. Nonetheless, none of the teachers in this group was 
able to observe a lesson in SL. 
The meetings were scheduled when it was most convenient for most participants 
and they were also expected to spend some time on their own exploring the virtual world 
and checking the materials in the Moodle course. They were encouraged to contact the 
teacher during the office hours in SL if they had questions about the materials, the virtual 
world, or any technology issues. At the end of each week participants were asked to post a 
blog entry in Moodle reflecting on their experiences. Appendix E summarizes the course 
activities for this group.  
 
Teacher Development Course: Summer 2011 
The experience with the course taught in 2010 as well as the feedback provided by 
the group of teachers resulted in a few changes to the course. As the designer and teacher 
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of the course, I felt it was necessary to rethink a few of the assignments as well as the blog 
entries to make them more appropriate for the course’s goals. Blog prompts were rewritten 
to more explicitly stimulate reflection and assignment sheets (in the form of notecards to 
be distributed in SL) were created for the observation and teaching tasks as well as to 
provide teachers with more information about the activities I demonstrated to them. Only 
one of the teachers was able to observe a lesson in SL and only two teachers were able to 
attend the informal conversation with the guest speaker who talked about her experiences 
teaching Spanish in SL.  
Some of the resources that were used in 2010 were no longer available in 2011 and 
other resources and ideas of activities became available. Consequently, some of the 
activities I demonstrated to the second group were different from the ones I demonstrated 
to the first group. Also, I chose not to add links to articles and book chapters because, based 
on the feedback from the first group, teachers were more interested in information about 
practical ways to use SL in their language classes; modeling and demonstrating activities 
seemed to be very important for this group. For this reason, links to YouTube videos 
describing teaching experiences in SL were posted in the Moodle course. Perhaps because 
of the wide range of materials, video tutorials, and resources available nowadays, the 
second group had access to a few more resources than the first group did.  
Finally, unlike the 2010 course, the group of teachers participating in the teacher 
development course in 2011 had to be split into two due to participants’ schedule. Thus, 
the initial group of ten teachers was divided into a group of four and a group of six teachers. 
These groups met in the morning and in the afternoon, respectively, for about one hour 
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once a week. Whereas this schedule worked well during the first two weeks of the course, 
time constraints prevented teachers from attending the meetings with their own groups 
and they were encouraged to join the other group if possible. Due to participants’ quitting 
participating in the study towards week 5 of the study there were 3 participants in the 
morning group and 3 in the afternoon group. 
Since teachers were expected to not be familiar with SL, first they learned SL basic 
skills. The choice of which skills to address in which order was partially based on which skills 
they would need first and partially based on how easy they are perceived to be, which was 
in turn determined by my experience mentoring faculty in SL (Silva, Correia, & Pardo-
Ballester, 2010) and other anecdotal accounts (e.g., Introducing your RL students to Second 
Life, n.d.).  Besides the fact that knowledge of how to use the technology has been pointed 
out as important in SLTE (e.g., Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; Hegelheimer, 
2006), knowing how to use SL is vital to ensure that teachers are able to do the other course 
activities. 
 
Course Design: Rationale 
Participants met synchronously in Second Life during the course. Although we didn’t 
have an area specifically designated for the synchronous meetings in SL, we frequently met 
at two educational locations: ISTE and EduNation. The International Society for Technology 
in Education (ISTE) has an island in Second Life where Second Life users, many of whom are 
educators, can meet. Likewise, both EduNation I and III provide educators with different 
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areas for meetings and a variety of teaching resources, including several holodecks (i.e., an 
area where users can select a simulated scene from a variety of scenes such as a clothing 
store, a forest, and a diner).  The EUROCALL/CALICO headquarters is located on EduNation 
III.  Participants were made aware that these are good venues in which to network with 
educators interested in using Second Life with their students.  
Participants also had the opportunity to explore different areas in the virtual 
environment and think of ways in which these areas can be used with their language 
students. Due to participants’ interest in more than one language, as well as the fact that 
languages can be taught and practiced through other content (e.g., history, geography, and 
biology), a variety of places in SL were chosen. Special care was taken to design a user-
friendly course in a learning management system (LMS), Moodle, and ensure that 
participants could find the resources and activities they were looking for. Snapshots of the 
synchronous meetings and activities done in SL were posted in Moodle to help personalize 
the course. 
Discussions during the first synchronous meetings focused on the identification of 
affordances and constraints. Being able to identify affordances of different technologies 
(e.g., Desjardins & Peters, 2007; Hampel, 2009; Hubbard & Levy, 2006a), and SL in particular 
(e.g., Jauregi et al., 2011; Salmon, 2009; Vasileiou & Paraskeva, 2010) is important for the 
design of effective and motivating online learning experiences. As mentioned before, each 
week’s activities built on the previous one(s), so the ability to identify advantages of SL 
helped teachers start thinking of ways in which SL can be helpful as a language learning 
platform. They were also encouraged to consider which features of SL their future students 
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would be likely to enjoy and which they might find difficult. This was helpful for them later 
on in the course when they discussed how SL can be integrated into their classes and 
identified potential challenges.   
Although the SL software provides an orientation and there are several YouTube 
tutorials available, which were made available to participants, I chose to talk about SL’s 
basic skills during the first two synchronous meetings in this VW. While learning how to use 
SL, support from peers can be very helpful (Silva, Correia, & Pardo-Ballester, 2010). In 
addition, “this collegial interaction provides social reinforcement for faculty change and 
development” (Peterson, 2006, p. 25). By interacting with others who are in the same 
situation teachers can share successes and concerns, which might be helpful to overcome 
the initial barrier to learning how to use the environment and let teachers build a 
community, which is regarded as important for online learning (e.g., Abras & Sunshine, 
2008; Compton, 2009; Hampel, 2009; Hampel & Stickler, 2005). Cunningham and Harrison 
(2011) argue that “interactivity is a key educational affordance of Second Life” (p. 116) and 
recommend the creation of activities that capitalize on that; interaction with other 
teachers, SL users, and the environment has been pointed out as beneficial for learning 
situations in this VW (e.g., Sweeney et al., 2011). Thus, the initial meetings aimed at 
providing teachers with opportunities to interact with the environment, their peers, and 
other SL users. 
The activities designed for the beginning of the course aimed at giving teachers 
opportunities to practice SL’s basic skills and think about their experiences. The scavenger 
hunt done in week 1 enabled the teachers to explore and discover the environment, which 
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Salmon (2009) claims is important so that academics can understand its potential. This 
activity also aimed at giving teachers opportunities to practice the SL skills they learned in 
this week. Sanchez (2009) argues that emphasizing “the social element of Second Life by 
creating group activities and projects” (p. 32) is a good way to help learners overcome the 
SL learning curve, which is pointed out as one of the barriers to the use of SL. Moreover, 
teachers were encouraged to share their experiences in their Moodle blogs and send 
snapshots to the tutor, which were later posted in Moodle. Both groups of teachers were 
encouraged to interact and collaborate with one another. 
After getting acquainted with Second Life, teachers learned what other educators 
are doing in SL and started thinking about how to teach in this environment. Teachers were 
encouraged to explore SL from the perspective of the teacher and start analyzing it as a 
language teaching platform. They explored different examples of activities and discussed 
some pedagogical challenges and considerations language teachers need to make to use SL 
with their students. This initial discussion regarding pedagogical decisions was designed to 
highlight potential challenges and stimulate participants to think about their current 
teaching practice and SL features in an attempt to begin to identify the types of pedagogical 
decisions language teachers need to make.  
The activities done towards the end of the course aimed at stimulating the teachers 
to start planning teaching in Second Life. They were encouraged to observe lessons in SL as 
well as create, share, and evaluate language learning activities. The last synchronous 
meeting was dedicated to the presentation of the activities they created and a discussion of 
each activity’s pros and cons. 
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Materials and data gathering instruments  
Materials consisted of course materials and instruments used for data collection. Be-
sides Moodle, a learning management system used in this study to store links to materials 
and resources, the main course materials used were SL notecards with descriptions of the 
course activities that were created and given to participants in SL. Data gathering 
instruments included the TPACK surveys, screen and audio recordings, blog posts, 
participants’ interviews and the researcher’s journals. These materials are explained in 
more detail below.  
 
Course materials 
Moodle. A learning management system, Moodle, was used to store the links to the 
materials and resources available to the participants of the course. Figures 3 and 4 show 
Moodle screenshots of both courses.  Moodle was chosen because it is user-friendly and 
password protected. Besides the main page, where the resources and meeting minutes 
were posted, the blog feature was used for the participants’ reflections. Snapshots of the 
activities participants did in Second Life were also posted in the Moodle course (e.g., see 
Figure 4). The Moodle course, as well as the tasks and materials in SL, constituted the 
teacher development course, and aided in the participants’ evaluation of their experience; 
that is, it helped answer the third research question: “What do participants believe should 
be part of a teacher development course focused on the teaching of languages in a virtual 
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world such as SL? How do teachers participating in the study assess the teacher 
development course in SL?”  
 
 
Figure 3. Teacher Development Course 2010 - Moodle Screenshot  
 
Although a different Moodle course was created for the Teacher Development 
Course in 2011, it looked similar to the one used in 2010. The resources differed a little due 
to the availability of other resources as well as specific interests of each group. For example, 
more information regarding the use of Sloodle (Simulation Linked Object Oriented Dynamic 
Learning Environment) and examples of classes in Second Life were available in 2011 and 
posted in Moodle due to students’ interest in learning more about this topic. Nonetheless, 
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both courses contained descriptions of goals, meeting minutes, links to online resources, 
and snapshots of the synchronous meetings and activities (e.g., scavenger hunt snapshots 
sent by the teachers).  
 
 
Figure 4. Teacher Development Course 2011 – Moodle screenshot 
 
Class tasks and materials. All materials were distributed in SL – e.g., notecards which 
are text documents with information about activities (Rymaszewski et al., 2007) –, or posted 
in the Moodle course. The course materials aimed at preparing the teachers to teach 
languages in SL. These materials helped answer all research questions, specially the one 
concerning participants’ opinion about the teacher development course in SL.  
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Appendices E and F summarize the activities, week by week, for the 2010 and the 
2011 courses respectively. The selection of activities, SL skills, and materials were based on 
the researcher’s previous experiences (Redd & Silva, 2010; Silva, Correia, & Pardo-Ballester, 
2010), taking into consideration the suggestions from educators who have been using and 
researching about SL (e.g., Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 2009; Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010; Kern, 2009; 
Vasilieou & Paraskeva, 2010). The course activities aimed at providing teachers with 
opportunities to experiment with the VW and think of benefits and constraints to using 
these environments as language learning platforms. Since participants were in-service 
teachers but inexperienced users of SL, one of the first tasks was a scavenger hunt to 
explore different areas of the VW. This also allowed them to practice some of the SL basic 
skills we had talked about during the first synchronous meeting.  
Discussions during the synchronous meetings aimed at sharing experiences, asking 
clarification questions, and evaluating not only the environment itself but also different 
language learning activities. Teachers’ prior teaching experiences were also taken into 
account. Frequently the discussions focused on benefits and drawbacks of SL and issues 
related to teaching languages in this environment. It is important that teachers are able to 
identify possibilities, affordances, and constraints of the VW (e.g., Jauregi et al., 2011; 
Salmon, 2009; Vasileiou & Paraskeva, 2010) to be better prepared to use it with language 
learners. Comparisons between teaching in a face-to-face setting and teaching in SL were 
also made. Teachers would typically use their pedagogical and content knowledge to think 
about how this technology could be integrated into their classes. 
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Teachers were also able to see examples of activities and practice creating and 
evaluating activities. Teaching in a face-to-face setting differs from teaching in online 
environments (e.g., Compton, 2009). Consequently, observations of teaching situations in 
this new environment helped teachers identify what might work or not. Because observing 
a SL lesson was not always possible I demonstrated how to do language learning activities 
during some of the synchronous meetings. The activities I demonstrated to the teachers 
were revised for the 2011 group; that is, besides demonstrating the activities I gave 
notecards with descriptions of each activity in order to provide them with more information 
about the activity, including descriptions of limitations and materials needed. Similarly, 
teachers worked on the design and presentation of a language learning activity. Teachers 
had to think of what could be done in SL, which included an evaluation of the technological 
benefits of this platform and pedagogical decisions regarding using it with language 
learners, and get feedback on these ideas when they presented them to the rest of the 
group. Instructions for these assignments and rubrics were created for the 2011 group (see 
Appendix F) and were given to the teachers in SL; the 2010 group got instructions during the 
synchronous meetings in SL. 
Since all the synchronous meetings happened in SL it was important that the partici-
pants had clear guidelines. An effort was made to ensure that materials were well-designed 
and provided enough scaffolding (Deutschmann & Panichi, 2009; Warburton, 2009) and 
instructions were clear (Arnold & Ducate, 2006) to avoid frustration and confusion. Meeting 
minutes were posted in the Moodle course and sent to participants by email to ensure that, 
even if they missed a meeting, they would know what was discussed and what would be the 
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topic of the following meeting. Moreover, online office hours in SL were provided, four 
hours per week.  During these times participants were able to stop by and ask me, the 
teacher of the course (the researcher), questions.  
 
Data gathering instruments 
Background questionnaire. The background questionnaire (Appendix A) included 
demographic and background information such as teaching and using computers/gaming 
experience. Since data collection was conducted at a distance, SurveyMonkey was used for 
the creation and delivery of this questionnaire; the link to the questionnaire was sent to 
participants by email. This questionnaire provided information about each participant’s 
background, which was important for understanding what experiences they had prior to the 
course and how these might have played a role in their perception of their abilities and 
needs. There were no changed to this questionnaire after the first time the course was 
taught.  
 
Surveys. The TPACK surveys (Appendixes B and C) were adapted from Schmidt, 
Baran, Thompson, Mishra, Koehler, and Shim (2009) Survey of pre-service teachers’ 
knowledge of teaching with technology, whose main aim is to “measure preservice 
teachers’ self-assessment of the TPACK domains” (p. 128). Their survey included 75 items 
for measuring the seven TPACK domains, namely TK, CK, PK, PCK, TCK, TPK, TPACK using a 
five level Likert scale (1= strongly disagree to 5= strongly agree). The survey was adapted for 
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this study to include a six level Likert scale (1= strongly disagree to 6 = strongly agree) and 
statements related to language teaching and SL. The other statements, the ones regarding 
Mathematics, Social Studies, and Science, were deleted. A few statements were added 
instead based on the descriptions of the TPACK domains provided by Van Olphen (2008a). 
Statements referring to CK had to be written to ensure they represented the two 
components of this knowledge, knowledge of the target language and knowledge about the 
target language, thus taking into account the duality of content knowledge (CK). Each TPACK 
domain was identified in both surveys, and questions regarding the use of SL were added 
only to the second survey.   
In order to verify the validity of the added and modified items, two experienced lan-
guage teachers who are familiar with the TPACK framework were consulted separately. The 
first one, who is also an experienced user of SL, gave feedback before the survey was first 
used in 2010 and the second language teacher’s feedback was obtained after the 2010 
course was conducted. Their suggestions were incorporated to the versions they revised; 
thus, both groups of participants did not answer exactly the same survey but the changes 
were minor, consisting of mainly rewording of one item in the first survey and six items in 
the second survey.  
SurveyMonkey was used for the creation and delivery of the surveys; the link to the 
questionnaire was sent to participants by email and posted in the Moodle course. The 
survey was administered twice, before (Appendix B) and after (Appendix C) the teacher 
development course; it helped address research question 2, “How do participants assess 
their technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) in the context of teaching 
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languages in the virtual world of Second Life?” While the first survey helped in the 
description of teachers' level of expertise before the beginning of the course, the second 
survey focused on their perceived knowledge of TPACK and its domains in the context of 
teaching languages in the virtual world of SL. It is beyond the scope of this paper to discuss 
changes in their TPACK due to the fact that TPACK was not the focus of the teacher 
development course; TPACK was used as a framework guiding the creation of activities and 
identification and discussion of key competencies. 
 
Blogs. Participants were asked to keep weekly reflective blogs in Moodle (see 
Appendix E). Since reflective tasks were pointed out as being important in teacher 
education (Arnold & Ducate, 2006; Burton, 2009; Reinders, 2009; Richards, 1998; Wang, 
Chen, & Levy, 2010) participants were asked to reflect on their experiences while learning 
about and in SL. Participants’ reflections served as a means to help them think about their 
learning as well as a data collection tool (Wang, Chen, & Levy, 2010). Topics for the blog 
posts (see Appendices E and F) attempted to address the issues discussed during the week, 
demonstrate the participants’ knowledge of TPACK and its domain, help identify the 
competencies (content, technological, and pedagogical) that teachers need to teach in SL as 
well as their opinion about SL’s potential as a language learning tool. After the experience 
with the 2010 group, blog prompts were slightly revised to accomplish the goals set forth 
for this task. Blog posts provided information to help answer all research questions. 
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Researcher’s journal. The researcher’s journal is “a form of reflective writing which 
researchers engage in during a project and through which they document their personal 
experience of the research project” (Borg, 2001, p. 157).  Researchers record “their 
impressions, questions, emerging themes, decision making, or any other issues that arise” 
(Duff, 2008, p. 142); the journal becomes part of the analysis and interpretation process 
(Duff, 2008).  
For the purposes of this study, the researcher kept a journal with descriptions of her 
interactions with participants in SL during both times she taught the teacher development 
course; the researcher took notes before, while, and after each synchronous meeting. 
Besides describing the actions of the participants, the researcher tried to record her 
interpretations of challenges faced during the meetings, of participants’ behavior, as well as 
potential limitations of the course itself and of the study. This provided the researcher with 
a slightly different perspective on what happened in the virtual world and allowed for a 
comparison between the researcher’s interpretation of the data and what happened in the 
virtual world (O’Dowd, 2003). Likewise, since the researcher was also the teacher of the 
course, reflections regarding what worked and what did not work helped explain 
participants’ opinions about the course (research question 3), provide recommendations for 
other teacher development courses in SL, identify limitations of the study and suggest 
adaptations for future research. 
 
Screen capture software, audio recording and editing software and SL chat logs. 
Screen capture software, Camtasia, was used to record the synchronous meetings in SL. 
80 
 
  
Interactions during office hours, if any, were also recorded. Although the recordings were 
limited to the researcher’s avatar’s perspective, these interactions provided important 
information to allow for a thick description of the context. An audio recording and editing 
software, Audacity, and a digital camera (only in 2011) were used because Camtasia can 
only record the audio in the virtual world, excluding whatever the user, in this case the 
researcher, says. Chat logs were recorded in the researcher’s computer and used in the 
analysis; since participants had both voice and text chatting available, they frequently took 
advantage of both. Thus, even though Camtasia should record these written interactions, it 
was wise to save the chat logs in case there was a problem with the screen recordings, 
which happened during the course in 2010.  
 
Screen recordings, audio recordings, and chat logs helped address research 
questions 1 (“What do language teachers participating in this study think they need to know 
in order to teach in SL (or a similar virtual world)? Which key competencies do teachers 
participating in the study point out as important?”), 2 (“How do participants assess their 
technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) in the context of teaching languages 
in the virtual world of Second Life?”), and 4 (“How do participants assess the use of SL (or 
other similar virtual worlds) for language teaching?”). During the synchronous meetings 
participants discussed about SL affordances and constraints as well as what they think 
language teachers need to know to use SL with their language students. Since participants’ 
answers to TPACK survey questions are only based on their perceived knowledge, the 
screen recordings also served to show their ability to do things in SL (TK).   
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Interview. Participants were interviewed in SL at the end of the course. Interviews 
were semi-structured to allow for freedom of digression (Mackey & Gass, 2005); questions 
(see Appendix D) mostly addressed participants’ opinions about the course (questions 3, 4, 
and 5), the use of SL in the language classroom (question 1), and the skills they believe they 
need in order to teach in this or other similar VWs (question 2). Follow-up questions were 
asked to ensure that participants had a chance to talk about other topics that seem 
relevant. A couple of interview questions were slightly revise, though the meaning was kept, 
before the course was taught again in 2011.  
Procedures  
This study was conducted over a period of five weeks in 2010 and eight weeks in 
2011. Upon receiving IRB approval, the researcher recruited participants via an email sent 
to language teachers who teach languages in Intensive English programs, Modern Language 
Departments, and English Departments at different American universities. Participants in 
the 2010 group were all recruited in the same Midwestern university. In 2011 more than 
two American universities were contacted but teachers who demonstrated interest in 
participating in the study were part of two Midwestern universities. Teachers who were 
interested in the study in 2010 met with me face-to-face to talk about and sign the 
Informed Consent Form. In 2011, once participants indicated they wanted to participate in 
the study they were sent an email containing the link to the background questionnaire, 
which was administered via SurveyMonkey. The Informed Consent text was added to the 
background questionnaire and participants were only able to proceed to the questionnaire 
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once they had indicated they agree to participate in the study. Both groups received the link 
to the TPACK survey 1 as well as instructions on how to create a SL and Moodle accounts 
once they answered the background questionnaire. During the first week of the course 
communication between participants and researcher was mostly via email due to 
participants’ lack of ability to use SL.  
The Teacher Development Course in 2010 was comprised of three weeks with two 
one-hour synchronous SL meetings per week. Each week participants focused on a different 
topic; during the synchronous SL meetings participants had a chance to work 
collaboratively, practicing the skills they had learned and discussing issues related to the use 
of SL for language learning and teaching. The meetings were scheduled when it was 
convenient for most participants to meet in order to ensure that most, if not all, 
participants could attend. Participants were also expected to take time on their own to 
explore the virtual world and read the materials provided in the Moodle course. They were 
encouraged to contact the teacher of the course during office hours if they had questions 
about the materials, the virtual world, or any technology issues. Both the synchronous 
meetings and the office hours were recorded on the researcher’s computer using screen 
recording software. At the end of each week participants were asked to post a blog entry in 
Moodle reflecting on their experiences. Likewise, the researcher frequently recorded her 
observations in the researcher’s journal. The researcher also did preliminary analyses of the 
data to look for themes.  
During the week after the course the participants posted their last blog entries in 
Moodle, answered the TPACK survey 2, and were interviewed individually by the 
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researcher. The researcher’s avatar met with each participant’s avatar in SL; the interviews 
were recorded using screen recording software and SL chat logs.  
Table 10 summarizes the main steps for the data collection. Appendix E presents an 
overview of the course as well as a list of materials and activities that were used.  
 
Table 10.  Course 2010: Data Collection Process and Materials 
 
Steps Description Data collected Materials 
1 Week 1 
Participants 
answered the 
survey, created a 
MOODLE account 
and created a SL 
account   
 
- Participants’ answers to TPACK survey 1 and 
background questionnaire (retrieved from 
SurveyMonkey) 
- Evidence of enrollment to the  Moodle 
course as well as email sent to researcher 
with name of avatar 
Background questionnaire 
TPACK survey 1 
MOODLE 
2 Weeks 2-4 
SL teacher 
development course 
- At least 2 hours of recording in SL (screen 
and audio) of synchronous meetings  and 
office hours per week (9 hours total) 
- SL activities and rubrics (sent by email or via 
notecards in SL) 
- Blogs (retrieved from Moodle) 
- Notes taken after synchronous meetings 
(researcher’s journal) 
- Chat logs retrieved from SL 
 
 
Screen recording software  
Computers with Internet 
access 
SL activities and materials 
MOODLE 
Researcher’s journals 
3 Week 5 
Course wrap-up and 
evaluation 
- Chat logs retrieved from SL 
- 4.5 hours of recording in SL (screen and 
audio) of interviews (30-60 minutes per 
participant) 
- Participants’ answers to TPACK survey 2 
(retrieved from SurveyMonkey) 
Interviews 
TPACK survey 2 
 
 
In 2011 the course lasted six weeks, with one one-hour synchronous meeting in SL 
per week. Each week participants focused on a different topic (see Appendix F); during the 
synchronous SL meetings participants interacted mostly with each other but they had an 
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opportunity to talk to a guest speaker, a teacher of Spanish who uses SL with her classes. 
Participants also practiced the SL skills they learned and talked about different pedagogical 
and technological issues. The synchronous meetings and the office hours were scheduled 
when it was most convenient for participants, which resulted in this group being split into 
two due to time constraints. Besides meeting with me in SL, participants were expected to 
take time to go over the materials posted in Moodle and explore the virtual world. Office 
hours were also scheduled whenever it was most convenient for participants and recorded 
using screen capture software if any interaction occurred. At the end of each week 
participants were asked to post their reflections on their Moodle blogs; I, as the researcher 
and teacher of the course, also recorded my experiences and thoughts in the researcher’s 
journal. 
Participants posted their last blogs in Moodle, answered the second TPACK survey, 
and were interviewed by the researcher the week after the course was over. Most 
interviews were conducted in SL using voice or text chat but one interviewee asked to have 
her interview via Skype because she was away from a computer where she could access SL. 
Camtasia and Audacity were used to record the interviews.  
Table 11 summarizes the main steps for the data collection in 2011. Appendix F 
presents an overview of the course as well as a list of materials and activities that were 
used.  
Table 11.  Course 2011: Data Collection Process and Materials 
 
Steps Description Data collected Materials 
1 Week 1  
Participants answer 
- Participants’ answers to TPACK survey 1 
and background questionnaire (retrieved 
Background questionnaire 
Moodle and SL 
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the survey, create a 
MOODLE account 
and create a SL 
account   
from SurveyMonkey) 
- Evidence of enrollment to the  Moodle 
course as well as email sent to researcher 
with name of avatar 
 
TPACK Survey 1 
2 Weeks 2-7 
SL teacher 
development course 
- At least 2 hours of recording in SL (screen 
and audio) of synchronous meetings  and 
office hours per week (12 hours total) 
- SL activities and rubrics (sent by email or 
via notecards in SL) 
- Blogs (retrieved from Moodle) 
- Notes taken after synchronous meetings 
(researcher’s journal) 
- Chat logs retrieved from SL 
 
Screen recording software  
Audio recording software 
Computers with Internet 
access 
SL activities and materials 
Evaluation rubrics (for 
teaching assignments) 
Moodle (materials, blogs, and 
activity reports) 
Researcher’s journal 
Digital camera 
3  
Week 8 
Course wrap-up and 
evaluation 
 
- Chat logs retrieved from SL 
- 5.5 hours of recording in SL (screen and 
audio) of interviews (30-60 minutes per 
participant) 
- Participants’ answers to TPACK survey 2 
(retrieved from SurveyMonkey) 
 
Interview questions 
Computers with Internet 
access 
SL  
Screen recording software 
Audio recording software 
TPACK survey 2 
 
 
Data Analysis 
Data analysis should be an “ongoing process involving continual reflection” 
(Creswell, 2009, p. 184). It involves a holistic, reiterative process, where the researcher 
reads the data over and over again looking for patterns and themes (Chapelle & Duff, 2003). 
Although codes can be anticipated (Duff, 2008), other themes might emerge; thus, carefully 
documenting the process is important (Creswell, 2009). This study followed the suggestions 
for the data analysis of qualitative research, case studies in particular (e.g., Chapelle & Duff, 
2003; Creswell, 2009; Duff, 2008; Miles & Huberman, 1994; Yin, 2009).  
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Both quantitative and qualitative data sources were used in this case study. 
Quantitative data (i.e., data from TPACK surveys) were downloaded from SurveyMonkey 
and descriptive statistics were calculated. It was not possible to do any type of inferential 
data analysis due to the small number of participants in each group.  Both the researcher 
and a data analyst analyzed the qualitative data. The data analyst is a language teacher and 
is currently working on her PhD in Applied Linguistics; she is familiar with Second Life and 
the TPACK framework.  
The coding of the qualitative data was done in steps and the researcher took notes 
of what was discussed and agreed upon. A list of predefined codes was created based on 
the TPACK framework and the initial analysis of similar data from the 2010 group, following 
procedures suggested by Miles and Huberman (1994). Besides TPACK, three other general 
categories of codes (key competencies, affordances and constraints, and course opinion) 
were added based on the research questions. Whereas the specific codes under the TPACK 
category referred to each domain in the framework the specific codes under the other 
categories were identified based on the initial data analysis in 2010.  
The data analyst and I met for about one hour to prepare for the data analysis. After 
meeting to discuss what each predefined code in the initial list meant, we coded the 
transcript from a synchronous meeting from the 2011 group individually. Another meeting 
followed and differences in coding were resolved together. This meeting lasted about 90 
minutes. During this meeting a few codes and their definitions were revised to improve 
clarity and account for the different instances in the data. At this point it was decided that 
the researcher would identify the threads to be coded and add them to tables created using 
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Microsoft Excel for each group with tabs for each data source. These were the tables used 
by both of us to record the codes we were assigning to each thread.  A thread was defined 
as all phrases and/or sentences about the same topic or argument uttered at around the 
same time by the same participant. I also used these Excel spreadsheets to add comments 
regarding our agreement decisions and to calculate inter-rater reliability.  
After this second meeting, the researcher and the data analyst coded three more 
data sources (a week of blog posts from the 2010 group as well as a transcript from one 
interview and a week of blog posts from the 2011 group) individually and later met to 
discuss disagreements in the coding. This third meeting lasted about two hours and, once 
again, minor revisions to the codes were made. Clearer definitions of each general category 
were added and the definitions of the specific codes were slightly revised. One of the most 
challenging issues regarded the TPACK codes due to the fact that it represents knowledge 
that may or may not be explicitly mentioned. Thus, we decided that we would add a TPACK 
code to threads that contained either an explicit mention of knowledge participants believe 
they had or an indication of this knowledge as inferred by both the data analyst and I (see 
Table 13 for examples). As seen in Table12, the inter-rater reliability percentages for the 
TPACK category was lower for the first data sources we coded because sometimes one of us 
did not add a code to this category. The revision of the general definition of this category 
helped us achieve better agreement. 
Finally, we coded two more data sources from the 2010 group (the transcript from a 
synchronous meeting and one transcript from an interview) and met to discuss 
disagreements in the coding. The data analyst sent the tables with codes to me prior to the 
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meeting. I compared the codes and highlighted the differences in coding. This last meeting 
lasted about one hour and we focused our discussion on the few disagreements.  
Once the data sets were coded, about 20% of the data per group, the inter-rater 
reliability was calculated using simple percentage agreement. The number of agreements – 
i.e., whenever we both added the same code to a category or whenever we agreed that no 
code should be assigned for that category – was divided by the total number of threads. 
Table 12 shows the inter-rater reliability per group per data source and per category. 
 
Table 12. Inter-rater reliability for the data sets analyzed by the researcher and the data analyst  
 
 2010 Course 2011 Course 
 TPACK KC AC CO TPACK KC AC CO 
Blog 54% 92% 88% 77% 57% 86% 57% 86% 
 
Interview 81% 81% 94% 95% 78% 89% 94% 94% 
 
Synchronous meeting 78% 94% 78% 100% 91% 79% 91% 100% 
Note: 1) KC = Key competencies; AC = Affordances and constraints of SL; CO = opinion about the teacher 
development course in SL. 2) The number of threads differed for each data source. 
 
 
I coded the rest of the data by myself following the same procedure used with the 
data analyst. Qualitative data were read several times and in the process of coding the 
other data sources I had to revise the definition of some of the initial codes. Due to the dif-
ferent layers of knowledge being explained by the participants some of the codes seemed 
to overlap. For instance, their perception of what they were able to do (TPACK), what lan-
guage teachers need to be able to do (Key competency), or which feature of the environ-
ment might help or hinder the teaching and learning process (Affordances and constraints) 
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would sometimes be expressed in one thread. For this reason, the data were read again and 
again to make sure that the codes matched as best as possible what participants’ opinions 
seemed to be. Table 13 shows the final list of codes that I used to analyze the rest of the 
data; this table lists the categories, codes, research questions, and examples from the data. 
Data from the blogs, interviews, screen recordings, and TPACK surveys were used to 
answer each research question. Table 14 lists the data collection methods that were used to 
answer each research question. Each research question was addressed for each group 
separately and then summarized for both groups.  
To address the first research question (“What do language teachers participating in 
this study think they need to know in order to teach in SL (or a similar virtual world)? Which 
key competencies do teachers participating in this study point out as important?”), data 
gathered from the blogs, chat logs, screen and audio recordings (i.e., synchronous 
meetings), class assignments and activities, and interviews were analyzed qualitatively and 
used to identify the key competencies language teachers need to be able to teach in virtual 
worlds. The interviews were transcribed; the chat logs and blog posts were retrieved from 
SL and Moodle, respectively. Data from the blogs, chat logs, and interviews (question 4) 
were read reiteratively and coded using predefined codes first and other codes later if other 
themes emerged (see Table 13 for the final list of codes).   
  
  
9
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Table 13. List of codes 
 
General code Specific codes Example Research 
question 
TPACK: Tech-
nological 
pedagogical 
content 
knowledge and 
its domains  
 
Participants’ 
assessment of 
their 
knowledge 
(i.e., partici-
pants mention 
they know/can 
do something) 
and partici-
pants demon-
strated 
knowledge of 
the TPACK 
domains (i.e., 
researcher and 
data analyst’s 
inference) 
 
TPACK-TK: technology knowledge 
Knowledge of how to use different technologies, including the 
ability to troubleshoot and use emerging technologies such as 
virtual worlds 
“I think there are different levels of knowing and 
doing… I now know a moderate amount about SL 
(not much by any means) but I feel I have the tools to 
get started…” (Julie, Interview, Course 2011) 
RQ2 
TPACK-PK: pedagogical knowledge  
Knowledge of the processes of teaching 
“Usually, when I create an activity, I have specific 
students group, but for this task, I don’t really know, 
so my imaginary group was still English 101C level 
students.” (Jennifer, blog week 2, Course 2010) 
RQ2 
 
TPACK-CK: content knowledge 
Knowledge of the target language (level of fluency in the target 
language and culture) and knowledge about the target 
language (understanding of SLA theories and the surface 
structure of the language) 
Not mentioned RQ2 
TPACK-PCK: pedagogical content knowledge 
Knowledge of how to design, modify, and evaluate tasks to 
ensure language goals are accomplished  
“But to be honest I did not spend hardly as much 
time on this lesson as I would have for my students. 
There are so many more details to consider when 
planning a lesson…” (Samantha, Blog week 5, Course 
2011) 
RQ2 
TPACK-TCK: technological content knowledge  
Knowledge of how virtual worlds such as SL work (affordances 
and constraints), how to choose appropriate technologies to 
teach languages, and how technology can be used to represent 
language concepts 
“in many high schools for example, only one or two 
languages are an option…so, using SL to conduct 
language classes in Arabic, Chinese, Portuguese, etc. 
is a very desirable option” (Julie, Interview, Course 
2011) 
RQ2 
TPACK-TPK: technological pedagogical knowledge 
Knowledge of online methodology, how to build online 
communities, how to facilitate interaction as well as how to 
teach in virtual worlds such as SL  
“One thing that was difficult for me was trying to 
think of a way to explore SL and also be assessed/be 
held accountable.” (Josh, Blog week 5, Course 2011) 
RQ2 
TPACK-TPACK: technological pedagogical content knowledge 
Knowledge of how SL (or other virtual worlds) works, including 
an understanding of its affordances and constraints, and how 
to use SL in a pedagogically-sound way to teach different 
language concepts and accomplish specific language goals 
“And then, I felt difficult to come up with something 
that might be easily presented or demonstrated in 
second life…” (Jennifer, Blog week 2, Course 2010) 
RQ2 
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Table 13. Continued 
 
General code Specific codes Example Research 
question 
KC: Key 
competencies 
 
Participants’ as-
sessment of 
what language 
teachers need 
to know and be 
able to do in 
order to use 
virtual worlds 
such as SL in 
their classroom 
KC-CK: content knowledge 
This includes knowledge of the target language (level of 
fluency in the target language and culture) and knowledge 
about the target language (understanding of SLA theories 
and the surface structure of the language) 
"the second [thing teachers need to have] is the cultural 
knowlegde...of others countries, people.” (John, Interview, 
Course 2010) 
RQ 1 
KC-H: help 
Teachers need to be able to help students use and do the 
activities in Second Life, including the ability to identify the 
problem the students are having with the technology (e.g., 
problems with sound) and help them solve it. 
“well, for a task like simon says, like we just did, you can 
see if someone is not understanding just by observing 
their avatar… and if they run into a problem, it's important 
to give them the means to ask for help… making sure they 
know how to IM the instructor privately so they don't feel 
bashful about doing so in a group” (Julie, Synchronous 
meeting 4, Course 2011) 
RQ 1 
 KC-TK:  ability to use SL 
Teachers need to understand how SL works as well as be 
able to train students  
“I think that teacher would have to show the students 
how to manipulate and use their avatar” (Josh, 
Synchronous meeting 4, Course 2011) 
RQ 1 
 
KC-SN: knowledge of students’ needs and skills 
This includes knowledge of students’ level of proficiency 
(in the target language and in SL), needs, learning styles 
and preferences 
“beginners could take forever to get help with typed chat 
windows in English” (Sally, Synchronous meeting 4, Course 
2011) 
RQ 1 
KC-CA: ability to create activities in SL 
This includes the ability to create activities and the ma-
terials necessary to do them in the virtual world 
“It seems that in order to be a successful language 
instructor in SL, it is important to be very creative and 
have some good building skills.” (Ryan, Blog week 2, 
Course 2010) 
RQ 1 
KC-SA: ability to select activities in SL 
This includes the ability to select the materials necessary 
to do the activity in the virtual world as well as the ability 
to network and find resources 
Not mentioned RQ 1 
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Table 13. Continued 
 
General code  Specific codes Example Research 
question 
KC: Key 
competencies 
 
Participants’ 
assessment of 
what language 
teachers need to 
know and be able 
to do in order to 
use virtual worlds 
such as SL in their 
classroom 
KC-AFFORD: ability to identify SL’s affordances  
Teachers need to understand SL’s affordances and take 
advantages of these 
“I have seen teachers using SL operating at a very basic 
level… not really taking advantage of SL’s attributes… like 
using SL as if it were a face-to-face class…” (Julie, 
Interview, Course 2011) 
RQ 1 
KC-C: ability to identify and work around SL’s 
constraints 
Teachers need to understand SL’s constraints and work 
around them 
““Like P6 was mentioning the size may be a problem in 
Second Life but I guess if you have a very large class 
maybe 16 or more students it might be a little more 
difficult to but that’s I don’t know…in the classroom that 
also can be an issue” (Josh, Synchronous meeting 4, 
Course 2011) 
RQ 1 
 
KC-SP: ability to select a place to teach in SL 
Teachers need to be able to choose an appropriate 
place to teach in SL 
“Well, I think that teachers should be careful in choosing 
places…Because you can run into other avatars that use 
profane language… This could sabotage you meeting” 
(Josh, synchronous meeting 4, Course 2011) 
RQ 1 
 
KC-A: ability to assess students’ learning 
Teachers need to be able to assess students’ learning, 
identifying not only what they learned but also what 
they still need to work on 
“I would suggest self-assessment by students, through 
checklist, or reflection writing/diary keeping… or, 
instructor has to keep track of the typed conversation and 
record every avatar’s performance” (Josh, Synchronous 
meeting 4, Course 2011) 
RQ 1 
KC-M: ability to monitor students  
Teachers need to find ways to monitor students, make 
sure they are on task, and think of ways to hold them 
accountable for their learning 
“In SL, however, a teacher can't see what students are 
actually doing. For example, a student avatar can pretend 
to be listening/doing something in SL, but an actual 
student might be listening to an iPod or checking 
Facebook at the moment...and there is no really way to 
control that, i guess" (Ryan, Interview, Course 2010) 
RQ 1 
KC-U: ability to deal with unplanned and unwanted 
situations 
Teachers need to be able to deal with unplanned and 
unwanted situations (e.g., people interrupting the class 
to ask questions and other SL distractions or problems 
with audio) 
“I'm not so sure if this a con but it is something to be 
aware of… There is a little bit of unpredictability in second 
life… You never know when someone else might walk up 
to you or your class… This could be a good thing or cause 
a distraction…” (Josh, Interview, Course 2011) 
RQ 1 
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Table 13. Continued 
 
General code  Specific codes Example Research 
question 
KC: Key 
competencies 
 
Participants’ 
assessment of 
what language 
teachers need to 
know and be able 
to do in order to 
use virtual worlds 
such as SL in their 
classroom 
KC-PE: transfer knowledge from previous experiences 
Teachers’ ability to use what they know from 
teaching in the classroom to teaching in SL 
“in the classroom you walk around you are there” (Sally, 
Synchronous meeting 4, Course 2011) 
RQ 1 
KC-PCK: Pedagogical content knowledge 
Knowledge of different pedagogical approaches that 
can be used to teach languages 
"So I think there isn’t really much more that you need. If you 
are the instructor and you understand how to do needs 
assessment and you know figure out what you learning goals 
are you apply those things principles in Second Life that you 
do in other curriculum development." (Sally, Interview, 
Course 2011) 
RQ1 
KC-S: Strategies 
Ability to stimulate students to be autonomous, 
accountable for their learning and engage in 
interaction 
"Thinking about students...like a teacher I would encourage 
them to meet with natives in SL definitely...actually I will do 
it" (John, Interview, Course 2010) 
RQ1 
KC-TPACK: Technological pedagogical content 
knowledge  
Ability to integrate a technology such as Second Life 
into language classes 
"I am coming to the conclusion that teaching in SL may 
require a completely separate conceptualization of language 
teaching. Not to do so would be to use SL inappropriately. " 
(Julie, Blog 3, Course 2011) 
RQ1 
KC-RESOURCES: ability to identify and use Second Life 
resources 
This includes the ability to find Second Life resources 
as well as network and share ideas with other 
educators 
“I think in a virtual world you need to get really involve. and 
not use SL just to say hello to someone... Other thing may be, 
as a teacher, is to create a international NET of support...with 
other teachers...more resources to interact...to share activi-
ties...to change your students with a teacher...to be part of a 
NET" (John, Interview, Course 2010) 
RQ1 
 KC-CM: classroom management 
Teachers’ ability to make decisions (e.g., group versus 
pair work, public versus private chat, text versus 
voice, ability to multitask) 
"As far as I know there are usually, unless it is a lecture the 
classes are small like five or six people...because you can’t 
really manage 20-25 students specially if they are using 
Second Life for the first time. Or for the first semester or 
something like that" (Ryan, Synchronous meeting 3, Course 
2010) 
RQ 1 
 
 
  
  
9
4
Table 13. Continued 
 
General code  Specific codes Example  Research 
question 
AC: Affordances 
and constraints 
 
Participants’ 
opinions of the 
virtual world of 
Second Life, its af-
fordances and 
constraints 
AC-AFFORD: SL affordances 
This refers to SL affordances in general and how these 
can be used for language learning and teaching.  
“because in this virtual world, information can be shared 
and distributed in various ways…” (Zack, Synchronous 
meeting 4, Course 2011) 
RQ4 
AC-I: Interaction 
Virtual worlds provide students with opportunities to 
interact and stimulate interaction among students and 
between students and native speakers. 
“There are lots of pros that I can see, especially in our 
globalized society… one thing, I’m not sure if I mentioned 
it before was the possibility of getting people together 
who live in distant locales…” (Julie, Interview, Course 
2011) 
RQ4 
AC-M: motivating 
Virtual worlds such as SL are motivating, engaging, and 
fun 
“Overall, I feel that SL is the way of the future, and a 
means by which to connect with a younger generation of 
language learners. It not only provides a very appealing 
interface and fun, entertaining features but also its 
medium, if used correctly, may foster student motivation 
and confidence.” (Julie, Blog week 2, Course 2010) 
RQ4 
AC-C: creativity 
Virtual worlds such as SL provide possibilities to design 
creative and engaging activities and materials 
“because in this virtual world, information can be shared 
and distributed in various ways, the traditional board may 
not necessarily be the only focus” (Zack, Synchronous 
meeting 4, Course 2011) 
RQ4 
AC-ID: Identity 
Virtual worlds such as SL allow teachers and students 
to develop their own online (in-world)identity 
“By using avatars, we inevitably see ourselves and 
imagine ourselves in a different light. Wouldn’t it be 
wonderful if SL helps students to lose their inhibitions and 
anxieties that come with communicating in a foreign 
language?” (Julie, Blog week 2, Course 2010) 
RQ4 
AC-S: Simulations 
Virtual worlds such as SL provide teachers with 
different possibilities to create simulations/ role-
playing 
“students can envision themselves as proficient speakers 
fo the language :)” (Julie, Synchronous meeting 3, Course 
2010) 
RQ4 
AC-CONSTRAINT: SL constraints 
This refers to SL constraints that are more general 
(e.g., limited avatar movement). 
“well they were supposed to teach languages but I don’t 
know they looked like cannibals to me… scary, scary, 
scary…” (Ryan, Synchronous meeting 3, Course 2010) 
RQ4 
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Table 13. Continued 
 
General code  Specific codes Example Research 
question 
AC: 
Affordances 
and 
constraints 
 
Participants’ 
opinions of the 
virtual world 
of Second Life, 
its affordances 
and 
constraints 
AC-T: Training 
Both students and teachers need to be trained on how 
to use SL 
"Cons: 1. SL requires both teacher and learner training to 
prepare them for this environment…” (Ryan, Interview, Course 
2010) 
RQ4 
AC-P: Purpose 
The purpose of using SL (or other virtual worlds) might 
not be clear (apparent) to students 
"So the reason why I wouldn’t do it would be if I couldn’t 
justify the front loading time for training and if I couldn’t 
justify the benefits for the actual learner outcomes of the 
course that I am teaching. " (Sally, Interview, Course 2011) 
RQ4 
AC-TC: time-consuming 
It takes a lot of time to explore, plan lessons, create 
activities, as well as train and give support to students 
 
“At the same time, I realize that creating all activities from the 
scratch in SL can be very time-consuming, so I guess re-using 
what someone has already done can save A LOT OF time…” 
(Ryan, Blog week 2, Course 2010) 
RQ4 
AC-LC: learning curve  
This refers to participants’ and their students difficulty 
to learn Second Life skills (i.e., Second Life’s learning 
curve) 
 
"Some of the disadvantages that I see with second is that 
there is a certain learning curve. Students must be open to 
learning the new technology and use of avatars." (Josh, Blog 3, 
Course 2011) 
RQ4 
CO: Course 
opinion 
 
Participants’ 
opinions about 
the teacher 
development 
course in 
Second Life 
(i.e., their 
experience 
learning how 
to use and 
how to teach 
in SL) 
CO-P: positive opinion  
This category includes any positive comments about 
the course 
“Working with Zack allowed me for negotiation of ideas and 
experiences which I found very helpful” (Josh, Blog week 5, 
Course 2011) 
RQ3 
 
 CO-N: negative opinion 
This category includes negative comments about the 
course 
“the least productive for me was when there was a technology 
breakdown and I ended up just reading about a conversation 
that was going on… there was really no way of avoiding it, but 
it felt like a not-so-great use of time” (Julie, Interview, Course 
2011) 
RQ3 
 
CO-S: suggestions for change 
This category includes suggestions for improvement 
" As I mentioned during our previous meeting, I think it would 
be a good idea to actually try and teach a class or two in SL to 
get some hands-on experience"  (Ryan, Interview, Course 
2010) 
RQ3 
 
CO-CDI: Course design and implementation 
Participants mention how course is design and 
implemented 
“clearly what you are doing with us is first you are teaching us 
the technology” (Sally, Synchronous meeting 4, Course 2011) 
RQ3 
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Table 14. Data collection instruments and research questions 
 
Research question Data source Analysis focus 
1) Which key competencies do 
teachers participating in the study 
point out as important? 
 
Blogs 
Chat logs 
Screen and audio recordings 
Class assignments and activities 
Researcher’s journal 
 
 
Interviews  
References to content, 
pedagogical, and technological 
skills as well as other key, more 
specific, competencies 
 
 
 
Question 4  
 
2) How do participants assess 
their technological pedagogical 
content knowledge (TPACK) in the 
context of teaching languages in 
the virtual world of Second Life? 
 
TPACK survey 
 
Screen recordings 
Chat logs 
 
All items 
 
Evidence of ability to use SL   
 
3) What do participants believe 
should be part of a teacher 
development course focused on 
the teaching of languages in a 
virtual world such as SL? How do 
teachers participating in the study 
assess the teacher development 
course in SL? 
 
Chat logs 
Screen and audio recordings 
Class assignments and activities 
Moodle (blogs and activity 
reports) 
Researcher’s journal 
 
Interviews  
 
Mention of experience in the 
teacher development course 
 
 
 
 
 
Questions 1, 2, and 5 
 
4) How do participants assess the 
use of SL (or other similar virtual 
worlds) for language teaching? 
 
Blogs 
Chat logs 
Screen and audio recordings 
Interviews  
 
Mention of SL affordances and 
constraints 
 
Question 3 
 
 
The TPACK survey 2 was used to answer the second research question (“How do 
participants assess their technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) in the 
context of teaching languages in the virtual world of Second Life after participating in the 
teacher development course?”). The data from the TPACK surveys were analyzed 
quantitatively; descriptive statistics were used for the analysis of the survey responses. 
Responses to the first TPACK survey were used in the description of the context and 
participants to help identify the content, pedagogical, and technological knowledge 
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participants believed they had in general (see Tables 7 and 9 above). The answers to the 
second TPACK survey were used to discuss the content, technological, and pedagogical 
knowledge participants thought they had specifically regarding language teaching in Second 
Life. The screen recordings were watched looking for instances that demonstrated 
participants’ ability to use SL (TK) as well as mentions of key competencies. 
Quantitative and qualitative data were triangulated to help identify a list of key 
competencies participants believe language teachers need to teach in SL. Data triangulation 
was important as a validity strategy, as a means to gather information to help in the thick 
description of the case, and as a way to “ascertain multiple forms or interpretation (or 
multiple realities) at work” (Duff, 2008, p. 30). Because some of the data is self-reported 
(TPACK surveys, blogs, and interviews) a variety of data collection methods were used, 
which provided important information to aid in the interpretation. As Miles and Huberman 
(1994) explain, data triangulation can help researchers identify both similarities and 
inconsistencies or conflicting ideas (p.267). Following Miles and Huberman’s suggestion, 
matrices of the findings to display the data by data sources and by codes were created for 
each research question to aid in the triangulation of the data. Quotes and information from 
the blogs, interviews, synchronous meetings, and TPACK survey 2, were listed for each 
group (Course 2010 and Course 2011) according to the codes they exemplified. A 
comparison between both groups helped in the identification of key competencies and 
general guidelines for teacher education in virtual worlds.  
In order to answer the third research question (“What do participants believe should 
be part of a teacher development course focused on the teaching of languages in a virtual 
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world such as SL? How do teachers participating in the study assess the teacher 
development course in SL?”), the chat logs, screen and audio recordings, class assignments 
and activities, blogs, and interviews (questions 1, 2, and 5) were analyzed qualitatively. The 
chat logs, blogs, and activity reports were retrieved from SL and Moodle, respectively, and 
the interviews were transcribed. Once in text format, all data were read and coded using 
the codes in Table 13 first and following the procedure described above.  
The fourth research question concerns SL’s potential as a language learning tool 
(“How do participants assess the use of SL (or other similar virtual worlds) for language 
teaching?”). To address this question, data from the blogs, chat logs, screen and audio 
recordings, and interviews (question 3) were used. After retrieving blog posts and chat logs 
and transcribing the interviews, the data were read several times and coded by the 
researcher and the data analyst following the steps described above.  
 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter described this study’s methodology and rationale. A detailed 
description of the context, participants, and course design was provided to help readers 
better understand the case and the differences between the two units of analysis, the 
teacher development course in 2010 and 2011. The course materials and data gathering 
instruments were listed and the small differences between those used with the 2010 group 
and the ones used with the 2011 group were pointed out. Finally, the strategies used for 
99 
 
 
data analysis were explained. The next chapter summarizes and discusses the results of this 
study.  
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS AND DISCUSSION  
This chapter reports and discusses the results from this study, focusing on the key 
competencies identified by the participants as important for teachers who want to teach in 
a virtual world such as Second Life as well as their evaluation of this virtual world as a 
teaching and learning platform and of the teacher development course. Results for each 
course will be presented first before I summarize and discuss the results taking into account 
statements and recommendations from participants in both groups. Results are divided into 
the four main topics addressed in the research questions described above, namely 
identification of key competencies, perception of technological pedagogical content 
knowledge, opinion about the teacher development course, and evaluation of SL’s 
affordances and constraints. 
 
Research Question 1: Key competencies needed to teach in Second Life 
Based on the data obtained from the interviews, blogs, and screen recordings, I saw 
evidence that participants believed language teachers need competencies, most of which 
are related to technological and pedagogical knowledge. According to the participants, 
language teachers are expected to know the content (CK), including the knowledge about 
and of the language, and how to teach (PCK). In general, they highlighted the need for 
teachers to know how to use Second Life (TK), as well as be able to transfer knowledge from 
other teaching situations (e.g., a face-to-face class), and make pedagogical decisions based 
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on the context, the students’ needs, the goals, and the VW’s affordances and constraints.  
Participants in both groups also indicated that besides knowing how to teach languages 
(PCK) and how to use Second Life (TK) it is important to know how to teach in SL (TPK) and 
how languages can be best taught in this environment (TPACK). Below I describe and discuss 
the findings for each group of participants.  
 
Course 2010 
The five participants in this group agreed that technological, pedagogical, and 
content knowledge are necessary to teach in SL. As Ryan stated, “if any of these 
components are missing, then a teacher won’t be successful. If a teacher uses SL just 
‘because it’s cool’, without any pedagogical rationales or content, then such class won’t be 
a good one” (Interview). The combination of technological, pedagogical, and content 
knowledge (i.e., TPACK) suggested by Ryan was one of the goals of the teacher training 
course to ensure teachers were able to prepare pedagogically-sound language classes using 
the affordances of SL. Jennifer and John, on the other hand, put a little more focus on the 
importance of pedagogical skills, perhaps because they assumed that a language teacher 
should master the content they teach regardless of the environment where they are 
teaching in or the materials they are using. Table 15 lists the competencies mentioned by 
the participants in this group. 
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Table 15. Course 2010 key competencies count  
 
Key competency Number of 
occurrences 
KC-CK (content knowledge) 2 
KC-H (help) 0 
KC-TK (technological knowledge) 6 
KC-SN (knowledge of students’ needs and skills) 3 
KC-CA (ability to create activities in SL) 2 
KC-SA (ability to select activities in SL) 0 
KC-PA (ability to identify and help students understand the purpose of using SL) 2 
KC-G (ability to identify goals for the activity) 1 
KC-A (ability to assess students’ learning) 2 
KC-C (ability to identify SL’s constraints) 0 
KC-SP (ability to select a place to teach in SL) 17 
KC-AFFORD (ability to identify SL’s affordances) 6 
KC-M (ability to monitor students) 2 
KC-U (ability to deal with unplanned and unwanted situations) 0 
KC-CM (classroom management) 5 
KC-PE (transfer knowledge from previous experiences) 0 
KC-S (strategies) 1 
KC-TPACK (Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge) 7 
KC-RESOURCES (ability to identify and use Second Life resources) 2 
KC-PCK (Pedagogical content knowledge) 0 
 
 
All participants in this group mentioned the importance of pedagogical knowledge 
(PK) in their interviews and during a meeting in SL. Since teachers are supposed to have CK 
(Mary), and without TK they will not be able to use SL (Mary), teachers need to know how 
to take advantage of SL’s features (Julie) to provide learners with an enriching and 
meaningful learning experience. Participants claimed that teachers should be trained on 
how to use SL as well as be able to train the students (Ryan). They should also consider how 
students experience things (Jennifer) as well as have a pedagogical rationale for using this 
VW (Ryan). Just knowing how to use SL is not enough (Stoerger, 2010); teachers should 
“clearly understand the purpose of using SL” (Ryan, Chat log, Meeting July 12) and make a 
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connection with pedagogy to be able to teach in this environment (Jennifer). Moreover, 
Jennifer believed that teachers should understand the context (i.e., understand the 
students’ needs, goals, and learning styles) so that she/he knows how to teach better using 
SL features (Jennifer); they should consider the goals of a particular class and “know what 
activities are possible for different purposes” (Jennifer, Chat log, Meeting, July 12). 
Although participants did not feel like there is a different set of skills needed to 
teach in SL, they believed that teaching in SL requires teachers to be creative (Mary) and 
“come up with ideas on what can be done in SL that can’t be done in class and how to do 
that” (Ryan, Chat log, Meeting July 12). Participants agreed that activities in SL should take 
advantage of the medium and not simply replicate face-to-face activities. Using activities 
that can be done in the classroom might help teachers feel more confident since it is 
something that she/he is familiar with; nonetheless, participants felt that “pure lecturing in 
SL is not the best use of the environment” (Ryan, Interview). Ryan was the only participant 
who mentioned clear differences between face-to-face and SL pedagogies; for instance, he 
mentioned that SL pedagogy differs from face-to-face pedagogy in terms of class 
management and support to students. Other examples were also mentioned: concerns 
about how distracting SL might be (Julie), need to know how to troubleshoot (Ryan), as well 
as the need to create well-structured activities and give clear instructions to avoid 
frustration (Jennifer, Julie, and Ryan).  
Other pedagogical concerns had to do with time to create activities and plan lessons 
as well as the need for more exposure to the environment and support. Participants 
mentioned it is necessary to create activities that are targeted to the particular group of 
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students (Jennifer), use SL’s unique features (Julie), and provide hands-on engaging 
experiences for the students (Jennifer). Notwithstanding, they were aware of the amount of 
time needed to develop such activities. Mary mentioned that having the technology support 
of a person familiar with SL would be valuable to enable teachers who are less familiar with 
technology to explore different and creative ways to teach languages using SL. Moreover, 
participants believed teachers should spend time in the environment, exploring places and 
networking with other educators who have had experience teaching in this environment: 
creating all activities from the scratch in SL can be very time-consuming, 
so I guess re-using what someone has already done can save A LOT OF 
time. With this in mind, I believe that making connections/networking 
with other educators who teach ESL/EFL in SL is essential for sharing 
ideas and learning about other teachers' experiences. (Ryan, Blog 2) 
 
[teachers] need to spend some serious time preparing materials and 
observing people who already use SL to teach languages (Julie, Interview) 
 
[teachers] need to be part of a teacher net of SL information, with 
different activities, files, and classes (John, Chat log, July 12) 
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Course 2011 
Participants in this group highlighted the ability to use and teach languages in SL, the 
ability to identify SL’s affordances, create pedagogically-sound activities, and assess the stu-
dents’ learning in SL, and the ability to adapt what teachers already know about teaching 
languages (i.e., PCK) to this new teaching environment as key competencies. Table 16 lists 
the number of occurrences of each key competency mentioned by this group of 
participants.  
 
Table 16. Course 2011 key competencies count  
 
Key competency Number of 
occurrences 
KC-CK (content knowledge) 0 
KC-H (help) 3 
KC-TK (technological knowledge) 25 
KC-SN (knowledge of students’ needs and skills) 10 
KC-CA (ability to create activities in SL) 9 
KC-SA (ability to select activities in SL) 0 
KC-PA (ability to identify and  help students understand the purpose of using SL) 3 
KC-G (ability to identify goals for the activity) 6 
KC-A (ability to assess students’ learning) 11 
KC-C (ability to identify SL’s constraints) 6 
KC-SP (ability to select a place to teach in SL) 8 
KC-AFFORD (ability to identify SL’s affordances) 10 
KC-M (ability to monitor students) 9 
KC-U (ability to deal with unplanned and unwanted situations) 1 
KC-CM (classroom management) 4 
KC-PE (transfer knowledge from previous experiences) 12 
KC-S (strategies) 1 
KC-TPACK (Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge) 7 
KC-RESOURCES (ability to identify and use Second Life resources) 1 
KC-PCK (Pedagogical content knowledge) 2 
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Participants in this group agreed with the participants in the other group that 
teachers need to be able to use SL, teach students how to use it, and fix problems with 
using this technology (KC-TK). The ability to use the technology (KC-TK) was, thus, the most 
frequently mentioned key competency in this group. Dylan argued that teachers “need 
technical skills and they need explaining technical thingy skills” (Interview). That is, teachers 
not only need to be able to use SL – i.e., know basic skills such as flying and teleporting – 
but also need to be able to help their students understand how to use it. Thus, teachers 
need to practice using SL (Julie, Blog 2) and ensure that they understand how it works 
(Samantha, Interview) before they start teaching in this environment.  
Besides the basic skills, participants believed it is important that teachers know how 
to find places they can take their students to (Samantha, Blog 6) and understand the 
affordances of the VW. In other words, they think teachers should familiarize themselves 
with the environment, its affordances and constraints, in order to be better prepared to 
teach in it. The different nature of a VW such as SL requires teachers to adapt not only the 
way they teach but also the way they monitor and assess the students’ learning: 
I think the instructor needs to know how wide open it could be in terms 
of creating an activity or an assignment itself that has a deliverable. I 
think the instructor has to be prepared that whatever product that the 
students need to create and whatever they do might not fit into a very 
rigid rubric (Sally, Interview) 
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With more movement and exploration, comes maybe a little more 
difficulty in assess/holding students accountable… So although there is an 
opportunity for more autonomy the teacher needs to think of different 
ways to see that students are learning and put more trust in students 
(Josh, Interview) 
 
Josh also addressed the issue of control, or lack thereof. In an environment such as 
SL, teachers need to move away from a teacher-centered approach and accept that both 
the teacher’s and the students’ roles will be different (Savin-Baden et al., 2010; Stoerger, 
2010). Stoerger argues that in SL everyone may potentially be teachers and learners. I 
believe it is up to the teacher figure out how to take advantage of it.  
 
Moreover, participants said it is important to consider the goals of the lesson and 
design activities that justify the use of SL, not only in terms of these language learning goals 
but also in terms of what a VW such as SL has to offer. In Julie’s words, 
For example, if the language teacher expects to use SL to lecture her stu-
dents, implement the same teaching strategies and activities as she does 
in her traditional face-to-face classroom, she is asking for trouble. 
Trouble not only implementing and carrying out the activities, but theory-
practice trouble as well, as she will be failing to take advantage of SL's 
unique attributes. I fear that this will be a major setback for new teachers 
(including myself) using SL. (Julie, Blog 2) 
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Other competencies related to pedagogical decisions were also pointed out. For in-
stance, participants addressed issues of holding students accountable, monitoring their 
work, and understanding their needs and preferences. During our fourth synchronous 
meeting we had a very interesting discussion regarding not only the challenges of making 
such pedagogical decisions that but also possible solutions. During this meeting, 
participants relied on their knowledge of teaching in a classroom and identified features of 
SL that could be used to help overcome these challenges. For instance, they recommended 
the use of notecards and snapshots in SL and the design of good lesson plans with clear 
goals, taking into account students’ needs and motivation. Whereas some participants 
believed SL could be motivating due to its characteristics and students’ familiarity with 
these kinds of technologies, Sally explained that such an environment might not be equally 
attractive to all students, resulting in different outcomes for a lesson. In addition to 
different levels of motivation, teachers need to consider students’ language proficiency and 
SL skills level. Since these may be different, teachers should be ready to provide students 
with the necessary information and support before requiring them to do activities in SL. 
Thus, teachers need to “think critically on how they would teach in Second Life” (Josh, 
Interview).  
For this group, teachers’ previous teaching experiences and their knowledge of 
teaching languages could be helpful as they are preparing to teach in SL. That is, some 
participants stated that they did not think there were too many skills language teachers 
need to teach in SL other than knowing how to use this VW. For example, Samantha, Sally 
and Zack believed that transferring what a language teacher already knows from teaching in 
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the classroom, or other CALL environments, to SL is sufficient (Interview).  Of course these 
statements are based on the assumption that teachers already know how to teach 
languages (i.e., have PCK). Julie’s comment on this issue was quite interesting because she 
considered the different layers of knowledge that are needed, and perhaps were assumed 
by the other participants:  
i guess just to more clearly answer your question…): i think that there are 
different levels of being able to operate, using SL… a teacher can know 
the basics and use them really creatively to teach languages… another 
teacher may know more about SL technology but not comply with L2 
teaching tasks and objectives that lay the groundwork for actual learning 
to occur (Interview) 
Stoerger (2010) explains that the use of familiar activities such as lectures and rote learning 
does not lend itself very well to virtual environments. Thus, teaching in SL as one would in a 
F2F situation may not be very effective. 
Language teachers’ previous teaching experience may help or hinder their 
experience using an emerging technology such as SL. Whereas some teachers are aware of 
the need to keep up with currently used technologies and the fact that using these could be 
helpful and motivating for students in this generation, they also know that it could be 
challenging. Due to SL’s learning curve, learning how to use it and teach in it can be very 
time consuming (e.g., Stoerger, 2010). Teachers who are used to other paper-based or CALL 
materials might be resistant to it. For example, Samantha mentioned her interest in 
learning about different technologies but remarked that the resistance to change could be 
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an issue for some teachers. Julie thought that this could be less of an issue for pre-service 
teachers: "new teachers (those who have never taught before) might be more creative 
users of SL for language teaching since they won't be bound by their previously acquired 
teaching modes. This may not be true, however, and may depend as much upon the 
education of the teacher herself” (Blog 3). Since all participants in this study were in-service 
teachers this can only be speculated but it does make sense that a different teaching 
environment may be more challenging for those who are used to teaching in a specific 
environment.  
In sum, participants identified key competencies and potential challenges a new SL 
teacher might encounter as she/he is trying to figure out if, why, and how to use SL with 
their language students. In-service language teachers, like the ones who participated in this 
study, already have some of the skills. Their knowledge of how to teach languages (PCK) 
may inform their teaching in SL provided that they know how to use SL (TK) and think 
critically about how SL can be best used to accomplish language learning goals (TPACK). For 
this purpose, it is important teachers are familiar with this VW, able to take advantage of 
SL’s affordances, and work around SL’s constraints. They should also know how to train 
students to use SL, troubleshoot, and provide them with the help they may need as they do 
activities in this VW. They also need to identify which activities are best suited to teach the 
different language concepts, give clear instructions, and figure out ways to monitor and 
assess students’ progress. Finally, participants suggested that interactions with more 
experienced users of SL, especially those who have had opportunities teaching in this VW, 
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could be very beneficial because these would enable teachers to ask questions and share 
ideas of activities and materials.  
Even though participants’ list is not exhaustive, it contains some of the 
competencies already pointed out by VW and SLA researchers (see Table 17); technological, 
pedagogical, and content knowledge were mentioned. For instance, participants said 
language teachers need to learn SL’s basic skills (e.g., Stoerger, 2010) as well as be able to 
troubleshoot (Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; Hegelheimer, 2006) and train 
students to use SL; Mary said that teachers need to know the content (e.g., Abras & 
Sunshine, 2008; Bartels, 2009; Van Olphen, 2008a). Nonetheless, issues related to pedagogy 
seemed to be the focus: Participants believe teachers need to have a pedagogical rationale 
for using SL (Deutschmann & Panichi, 2009; Dudeney & Ramsay, 2009; Stoerger, 2010), be 
creative, give clear instructions (Kuriscak & Luke, 2009), and know how to deal with 
unplanned situations. The ability to facilitate online interaction (Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 
2004; Compton, 2009) and help learners overcome the lack of visual cues (Abras & 
Sunshine, 2008) has also been regarded as important.  
 Participants also mentioned skills that exemplify the intersections among some of 
the TPACK domains as well as the other components of the framework (see Figure 2). For 
instance, Ryan stated that teachers should take the goals of a particular class into account 
and think of activities that can be done in SL and Jennifer claimed that teachers should 
consider students’ experiences, goals and needs (the context) and make connections 
between pedagogy and SL skills (TPK).  Furthermore, participants suggested that language 
teachers take advantage of SL’s unique features to ensure the development of motivating 
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activities targeted to a particular group of students to achieve a language learning goal 
(TPACK). This is supported by Girvan and Savage’s (2010) claim that the affordances of the 
medium are important for the identification of suitable pedagogies, Kaplan-Rakowski’s 
(2010) suggestion to identify the features of the VW and SLA theories to create motivating 
language learning tasks and Stoerger’s (2010) call for the creation of student-centered 
activities that consider the immersive and collaborative nature of this environment. 
Stoerger argues that teaching methods based solely on the explanation of the content, for 
example through lectures, may not provide learners with the best learning experience in 
this VW. 
 
Table 17. Summary of frequently mentioned key competencies by both groups and support from research 
 
Key competencies SLA and VW research support 
KC-TK (includes ability to troubleshoot and train 
students) 
Chapelle & Hegelheimer, 2004; Compton, 2009; 
Hegelheimer, 2006; Kuriscak & Luke, 2009; Peterson, 
2011; Stoerger, 2010 
 
KC-SP (ability to select a place to teach in SL) Hislope (2008) 
 
KC-AFFORD (ability to identify SL’s affordances) Girvan & Savage, 2010; Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010; 
Peterson (2011); Savin-Baden, 2010; Stoerger, 2010 
 
KC-CA (ability to create activities in SL) Kuriscak & Luke, 2009; Stoerger, 2010 
 
 
Nonetheless, if the affordances of the tool might influence pedagogical decisions, as 
Girvan and Savage (2010) suggest, and teachers need a new set of skills to teach online 
(e.g., Compton, 2009), how does SL pedagogy differ from F2F pedagogy? Most participants 
in the first group believed that F2F and SL pedagogies were the same. That is, they felt that 
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the skills teachers needed to teach in both environments would be similar. Likewise, 
participants in the 2011 course pointed out that the knowledge language teachers have can 
be transferred or adapted to teaching in SL. Even though all participants, especially those in 
the 2011 Course, made comparisons between their experiences teaching F2F or online and 
teaching in SL, Ryan and Julie were the only participants who clearly argued for different 
pedagogies. Julie commented that she was “coming to the conclusion that teaching in SL 
may require a completely separate conceptualization of language teaching” (Blog 3, Course 
2011). Ryan referred to a “SL pedagogy” and asserted that teachers have to pay attention to 
some classroom management issues in SL that do not pose a challenge in a F2F 
environment. For example, in SL, and also in other online environments, it is more difficult 
to make sure students are on task and students might need more support from their 
teachers. Thus, teachers need to train students to use this VW (Kuriscak & Luke, 2009) and 
help them understand the purpose of doing activities in SL (Deutschmann & Panichi, 2009). 
Participants also discussed what teachers should do when a class is interrupted by another 
avatar, how to choose a good spot to teach a class, and how to help students solve technical 
problems in SL. These skills are particular to this online environment and constitute a 
different set of skills from those needed in F2F and other online classes. As Stoerger (2010) 
puts it, “[t]his world also requires a different mindset on the part of the teachers and the 
students – one that is open to experimentation and exploration” (p. 9). Perhaps a clearer 
discussion regarding the differences between F2F and SL classes would be beneficial to 
ensure language teachers are better prepared to identify instances when their way of 
teaching would have to be adapted. 
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Research Question 2: Participants’ perception of TPACK and its domains in the context of 
teaching in SL  
Participants’ perceptions of their technological, pedagogical, and content 
knowledge, as well as the intersection between these domains, before and after the course 
were gathered through the administration of surveys, TPACK survey 1 and 2. The first TPACK 
survey helped in the description of the participants’ knowledge before the course and the 
second one indicated their levels of confidence, especially with regards to using SL.  
 
Course 2010 
Results from the analysis of TPACK survey 2 indicated that participants’ confidence 
in their TPACK and its domains was mostly positive, with a few exceptions (see Table 18). 
Mean scores showed a reasonably high level of confidence in their CK, PK, PCK; means were 
in the upper levels of the scale (i.e., around 5). Items referring to TK, TCK, TPK, and TPACK 
demonstrated participants’ confidence in using technologies to express content concepts as 
well as choose and use technologies in a pedagogically-sound way, though mean scores 
were lower. These results seemed to suggest that although some participants did not feel 
very confident in their ability to use technology, they believed they might be capable of 
devising ways to use technology in their classes if they have chances to learn how to.  
Most participants’ responses to items regarding the use of SL suggest they felt 
reasonably confident in what they learned during the course (see Table 18). Mean scores 
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were mostly high, towards strongly agree in the Likert scale, with the exception of items 17, 
“I know how to create groups in Second Life” (M=3.0; SD=1.22), and 53, “I can assess my 
students’ learning of the target language in Second Life” (M=3.2; SD=0.84). Although these 
topics, creating groups and assessment, were briefly discussed during the course, there was 
less focus on them than on the other topics.  
Julie, Ryan, and Mary showed higher levels of confidence than Jennifer and John. 
Julie, Ryan, and Mary, seemed to have felt confident in their ability to use SL (TK), design 
activities to teach TL concepts (TCK), think of appropriate ways to teach in SL (TPK) as well 
as the combination of these domains (TPACK). In contrast, John felt less confident in his 
ability to create and give notecards (item 12) and to help students avoid uncomfortable 
situations (item 45). Jennifer demonstrated having the least confidence in using SL in her 
classes. She does not believe she knows how to store and organize items in the inventory 
(item 14) or create groups (item 17). In addition, she strongly disagrees with all items 
related to TPK and TPACK. Since the beginning of the study, Jennifer seemed to be the least 
motivated participant; she explained that using SL made her feel dizzy and said she was not 
sure it could be a potential language learning environment. This could have affected her 
perception of how well she believed could use and integrate SL into her language classes.  
  
1
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Table 18. Participants’ assessment of TPACK after the course – 2010 Group 
 
TPACK domain Jennifer John Julie Ryan Mary M SD 
Technology knowledge (TK)         
1. I know how to solve my own technical problems. 3 3 4 5 4 3.8 0.84 
2. I can learn technology easily. 2 3 5 5 4 3.8 1.30 
3. I keep up with important new technologies. 2 4 5 5 5 4.2 1.30 
4. I frequently play around with technology. 2 4 5 5 4 4.0 1.22 
5. I know about a lot of different technologies. 2 4 5 6 4 4.2 1.48 
6. I have the technical skills I need to use technology. 4 5 5 5 4 4.6 0.55 
7. I have had sufficient opportunities to work with different technologies. 6 5 5 5 5 5.2 0.45 
8. I can move my avatar, fly, and teleport to different places in Second Life. 5 4 6 6 6 5.4 0.89 
9. I can use the camera controls in Second Life. 2 6 6 6 6 5.2 1.79 
10. I can search for objects, people, and places using the search function, the 
map and the mini map in Second Life. 1 3 6 6 6 4.4 2.30 
11. I can give landmarks in Second Life. 4 3 6 6 6 5.0 1.41 
12. I can create and give notecards in Second Life. 4 2 6 6 6 4.8 1.79 
13. I know how to personalize my avatar in Second Life. 4 6 6 5 6 5.4 0.89 
14. I know how to store and organize items in my inventory in Second Life. 2 6 6 5 6 5.0 1.73 
15. I can communicate with other people (text and voice chatting) in Second 
Life.  6 6 6 6 6 6.0 0.00 
16. I know how to create new objects in Second Life. 4 3 4 5 4 4.0 0.71 
17. I know how to create groups in Second Life. 1 3 4 3 4 3.0 1.22 
 
Content knowledge (CK)        
18. I can write the target language fluently. 6 4 6 6 6 5.6 0.89 
19. I can speak the target language fluently. 6 4 6 6 6 5.6 0.89 
20. I can use the target language appropriately in different contexts. 5 4 6 4 6 5.0 1.00 
21. I am proficient in the target language. 6 4 6 6 6 5.6 0.89 
22. I understand the target language culture. 5 6 5 3 6 5.0 1.22 
23. I understand the target language linguistic system. 6 4 6 6 6 5.6 0.89 
24. I understand how people learn languages. 5 5 5 5 6 5.2 0.45 
25. I have various ways and strategies of developing my understanding of the 
target language. 6 5 6 5 6 5.6 0.55 
  
1
1
7
Table 18. Continued 
 
TPACK domain Jennifer John Julie Ryan Mary M SD 
Pedagogical knowledge (PK)         
26. I know how to assess student performance in a classroom. 4 4 5 5 6 4.8 0.84 
27. I can adapt my teaching based upon what students currently understand 
or do not understand. 
4 4 6 5 6 5.0 1.00 
28. I can adapt my teaching style to different learners. 5 5 6 5 6 5.4 0.55 
29. I can assess student learning in multiple ways. 4 5 6 5 5 5.0 0.71 
30. I can use a wide range of teaching approaches in a classroom setting. 4 5 5 5 6 5.0 0.71 
31. I am familiar with common student understandings and misconceptions. 5 5 5 5 5 5.0 0.00 
32. I know how to organize and maintain classroom management. 5 5 5 5 6 5.2 0.45 
 
Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK)        
33. I can select effective teaching approaches to guide student thinking and 
learning in the target language. 
5 4 5 5 5 4.8 0.45 
34. I understand how students learn languages. 5 5 5 5 6 5.2 0.45 
35. I know how language concepts can be explained to help learners learn the 
target language. 
 
5 5 6 6 6 5.6 0.55 
Technological content knowledge (TCK)        
36. I know about technologies that I can use for understanding and teaching 
the target language and culture. 
5 3 5 5 5 4.6 0.89 
37. I understand how the target language concepts can be expressed through 
the use of technology. 
5 3 5 5 5 4.6 0.89 
38. I know how the target language concepts can be expressed through the 
use of Second Life.  
4 3 5 4 5 4.2 0.84 
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Table 18. Continued 
 
TPACK domain Jennifer John Julie Ryan Mary M SD 
Technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK)        
39. I can choose technologies that enhance the teaching approaches of a 
lesson. 
5 4 6 6 5 5.2 0.84 
40. I can choose technologies that enhance students' learning for a 
lesson. 
5 4 6 5 5 5.0 0.71 
41. I am thinking critically about how to use technology in my classroom. 5 5 5 6 5 5.2 0.45 
42. I can adapt the use of technologies to different teaching activities. 3 4 5 5 6 4.6 1.14 
43. I know how to use Second Life to support learning outcomes. 2 3 5 4 6 4.0 1.58 
44. I can identify appropriate tools that help my students learn in Second 
Life. 
2 3 5 5 6 4.2 1.64 
45. I know how to help my students avoid uncomfortable situations in 
Second Life. 
1 2 5 4 5 3.4 1.82 
46. I can select appropriate spaces to meet with students in Second Life. 2 3 5 4 5 3.8 1.30 
 
Technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK) 
       
47. I can teach lessons that appropriately combine the target language, 
technologies, and teaching approaches 
2 3 5 5 5 4.0 1.41 
48. I can select technologies to use in my classroom that enhance what I 
teach, how I teach, and what students learn. 
4 3 5 5 5 4.4 0.89 
49. I can use strategies that combine content, technology, and teaching 
approaches. 
3 3 5 5 5 4.2 1.10 
50. I can choose technologies that enhance the content for a lesson. 4 3 5 5 5 4.4 0.89 
51. I understand how Second Life's affordances and limitations can 
influence my students' learning of the target language. 
2 5 6 5 5 4.6 1.52 
52. I know how to use Second Life tools to provide students with different 
opportunities to learn and practice the target language.  
2 4 6 4 5 4.2 1.48 
53. I can assess my students' learning of the target language in Second 
Life. 
2 3 4 4 3 3.2 0.84 
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Course 2011 
Results from the TPACK survey 2 administered at the end of the course in 2011 (see 
Table 19) showed that, in general, participants in this group had higher levels of confidence 
in all TPACK domains than participants in the previous group (Course 2010). Their levels of 
confidence in their content knowledge (CK), pedagogical knowledge (PK), and pedagogical 
content knowledge (PCK) were the highest for all participants. Although technological 
knowledge (TK) showed lower scores than some of the other domains, most participants 
tended to agree with the statements with the exception of Zack.  
With regards to their level of confidence in using SL and teaching in it participants’ 
level of confidence was, again, higher than the ones in the previous group. Josh, Dylan and 
Julie had already used SL before; Julie had participated in the course in 2010. All three of 
them showed the highest levels of confidence in their ability to use SL (TK); Josh did not feel 
confident in his ability to create objects in SL (item 17), which is not surprising since we did 
not have a lot of time to talk about this. However, it was surprising to see that Samantha did 
not feel confident in her ability to communicate with other people (item 16) because we 
had six synchronous meetings in SL and they were communicating with each other all the 
time. Even though Samantha attended only two of the synchronous meetings, she has had 
experience using other online tools similar to SL’s text and voice chatting to communicate 
with others. The exact reason why Samantha felt that way can only be speculated but it 
indicates that teachers need practice using the features of the 3D environment to feel 
confident using them.  
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Most participants showed high levels of confidence in expressing language concepts 
through SL (TCK), teaching using SL (TPK), and teaching languages using SL (TPACK). Given 
his previous experience in SL, Dylan’s low levels of confidence in TPK and TPACK were 
unexpected. During his interview he mentioned that he did not have as much time or 
interest to devote to the course. He acknowledged that the materials he got and activities 
he saw were interesting but he said he would wait to take a look at these ideas once he felt 
he had more time. Conversely it was surprising to see that participants in this group seemed 
to have felt so confident in their ability to integrate SL into a language class. Even though 
this was the goal of the course this group showed much higher levels of confidence in using 
SL than the previous one.  
In a nutshell, participants in both groups indicated they were fairly confident in their 
ability to teach languages. As in-service teachers, they felt they knew the content they were 
teaching (CK), were familiar with the processes of teaching (PK) and were able to design 
good lesson plans to accomplish language learning goals (PCK). Both groups showed lower 
levels of confidence in their knowledge of how to use technology (TK), online methodology 
(TPK), and how to use technology to teach languages (TPACK).  The amount of experience 
teaching with technology they had had prior to the course could explain the reasons why 
participants indicated lower level of confidence in the domains related to using and 
teaching with technology. Another reason may have been that part of the items listed in 
these domains referred to the use of SL. In spite of the synchronous meetings in SL and the 
materials available in Moodle, participants still did not seem to feel confident enough in 
their ability to use and teach in SL, especially those in the first group.  Perhaps this could be 
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explained by the fact that talking about it is not the same as having a hands-on experience 
with it; that is, if teachers in a course such as the one designed for this study could have the 
opportunity to teach ESL/EFL students there is a chance they would feel more confident in 
their ability to do that. 
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Table 19. Participants’ assessment of TPACK after the course – 2011 Group 
 
TPACK domain Sally Dylan Josh Zack Julie Samantha M SD 
Technology knowledge (TK)  
        
1. I know how to solve my own technical problems. 4 5 5 2 5 5 4.17 1.33 
2. I can learn technology easily. 4 5 6 4 5 5 4.67 1.03 
3. I keep up with important new technologies. 4 5 6 4 5 4 4.50 1.05 
4. I frequently play around with technology. 2 5 5 4 5 5 4.83 0.41 
5. I know about a lot of different technologies. 3 5 5 3 4 4 4.17 0.75 
6. I have the technical skills I need to use technology. 4 4 4 3 5 5 4.00 0.89 
7. I have had sufficient opportunities to work with 
different technologies. 3 4 5 3 5 5 4.33 0.82 
8. I can move my avatar, fly, and teleport to different 
places in Second Life. 5 5 6 6 6 5 5.00 1.55 
9. I can use the camera controls in Second Life. 4 6 6 5 6 5 5.17 1.17 
10. I can take and send snapshots in Second Life. 5 6 6 6 6 5 5.17 1.60 
11. I can search for objects, people, and places using 
the search function, the map and the mini map in 
Second Life. 4 6 6 6 6 3 5.00 1.55 
12. I can create and give landmarks in Second Life. 4 6 6 3 6 3 4.50 1.64 
13. I can create and give notecards in Second Life. 4 6 6 4 6 6 5.17 1.33 
14. I know how to personalize my avatar in Second 
Life. 4 5 6 6 6 4 5.00 1.26 
15. I know how to store and organize items in my 
inventory in Second Life. 4 4 6 3 6 6 4.67 1.51 
16. I can communicate with other people (text and 
voice chatting) in Second Life. 5 5 6 5 6 3 4.50 1.64 
17. I know how to create new objects in Second Life. 4 5 2 2 4 2 3.00 1.26 
18. I know how to create groups in Second Life. 4 4 6 1 5 2 3.50 1.87 
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Table 19. Continued 
 
TPACK domain Sally Dylan Josh Zack Julie Samantha M SD 
Content knowledge (CK)         
19. I can write the target language fluently. 6 6 6 6 6 6 5.17 2.04 
20. I can speak the target language fluently. 6 6 6 6 6 6 5.17 2.04 
21. I can use the target language appropriately in different 
contexts. 
6 6 6 5 6 6 5.00 2.00 
22. I am proficient in the target language. 6 6 6 6 6 6 5.17 2.04 
23. I understand the target language culture. 6 5 6 5 5 6 4.67 1.86 
24. I understand the target language linguistic system. 6 6 6 6 6 6 5.17 2.04 
25. I understand how people learn languages. 6 5 6 5 5 5 4.50 1.76 
26. I have various ways and strategies of developing my 
understanding of the target language. 
6 5 6 6 6 6 5.00 2.00 
 
Pedagogical knowledge (PK)  
        
27. I know how to assess student performance in a classroom. 6 4 6 6 6 5 4.67 1.97 
28. I can adapt my teaching based upon what students currently 
understand or do not understand. 
6 5 5 5 6 5 4.50 1.76 
29. I can adapt my teaching style to different learners. 6 5 6 5 6 4 4.50 1.87 
30. I can assess student learning in multiple ways. 6 5 6 6 6 5 4.83 1.94 
31. I can use a wide range of teaching approaches in a 
classroom setting. 
6 5 6 6 6 5 4.83 1.94 
32. I am familiar with common student understandings and 
misconceptions. 
6 5 5 6 6 4 4.50 1.87 
33. I know how to organize and maintain classroom 
management. 
6 5 6 5 6 4 4.50 1.87 
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Table 19. Continued 
 
TPACK domain Sally Dylan Josh Zack Julie Samantha M SD 
Pedagogical content knowledge (PCK)         
34. I can select effective teaching approaches to guide student 
thinking and learning in the target language. 
6 5 6 5 6 4 4.50 1.87 
35. I can choose appropriate activities to help my students practice 
target language concepts. 
6 5 6 6 6 5 4.83 1.94 
36. I know how language concepts can be explained to help 
learners learn the target language. 
6 5 6 6 6 4 4.67 1.97 
 
Technological content knowledge (TCK) 
        
37. I know about technologies that I can use for understanding and 
teaching the target language and culture. 
5 4 6 6 5 6 4.83 1.60 
38. I understand how the target language concepts can be 
expressed through the use of technology. 
5 5 6 6 5 5 4.83 1.47 
39. I know how the target language concepts can be expressed 
through the use of Second Life 
5 3 6 5 5 5 4.33 1.51 
 
Technological pedagogical knowledge (TPK) 
        
40. I can choose technologies that enhance the teaching 
approaches of a lesson. 
5 4 6 6 6 5 4.83 1.60 
41. I can choose technologies that enhance students' learning for a 
lesson. 
5 4 6 6 6 5 4.83 1.60 
42. I am thinking critically about how to use technology in my 
classroom. 
5 5 6 5 6 6 5.00 1.55 
43. I can adapt the use of technologies to different teaching 
activities. 
5 5 6 6 6 5 5.00 1.55 
44. I know how to use Second Life to support learning outcomes. 5 3 6 6 6 4 4.50 1.76 
45. I can identify appropriate tools that help my students learn in 
Second Life. 
4 3 6 4 6 4 4.33 1.37 
46. I know how to help my students avoid uncomfortable 
situations in Second Life. 
4 2 5 3 6 3 3.67 1.51 
47. I can select appropriate spaces to meet with students in 
Second Life. 
5 2 6 4 6 3 3.83 1.83 
48. I know how to assess student performance in Second Life. 5 2 6 5 6 4 4.17 1.83 
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Table 19. Continued 
 
TPACK domain Sally Dylan Josh Zack Julie Samantha M SD 
Technological pedagogical content knowledge (TPACK)         
49. I can teach lessons that appropriately combine the target 
language, technologies, and teaching approaches. 
5 4 6 5 5 4 4.33 1.37 
50. I can select technologies to use in my classroom that 
enhance what I teach, how I teach, and what students learn. 
5 4 5 5 5 4 4.17 1.17 
51. I can use strategies that combine content, technology, 
and teaching approaches. 
5 4 6 6 5 5 4.67 1.51 
52. I can choose technologies that enhance the content for a 
lesson. 
5 4 6 6 5 5 4.67 1.51 
53. I understand how Second Life's affordances and 
limitations can influence my students' learning of the target 
language. 
5 3 6 6 5 4 4.33 1.63 
54. I know how to use Second Life tools to provide students 
with different opportunities to learn and practice the target 
language. 
4 2 6 6 5 4 4.33 1.63 
55. I can assess my students' learning of the target language 
in Second Life. 
5 2 6 6 5 4 4.17 1.83 
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Research Question 3: Participants’ opinion about the teacher development course in SL 
In general, participants believed that the teacher development course in SL was a 
good introductory course. The level of support as well as the materials and activities 
provided by me were regarded as very good and beneficial for their training. The biggest 
challenge for all participants seemed to have been lack of time. Many participants did not 
have time to explore SL, check the resources posted in Moodle, and do all tasks designed for 
the course. Each group’s opinions about the course and the lessons I learned as I was 
teaching the course are described and discussed below. 
 
Course 2010 
Data from the interviews, blogs, and chat logs, indicated that participants enjoyed 
the experience in SL and the teacher development course, though they pointed out the 
need for a few changes to improve the course. Although they agreed this was a good 
introductory course to teaching in VWs, they thought they needed to observe classes, see 
more examples of activities, and have a lot more time to get used to the environment. 
Julie’s statement in her second blog post summarizes how most participants felt with 
regards to being ready to teach in SL: “In order to feel more prepared to actually teach a 
language using SL, I would need ample time for preparation. The same is true for teaching 
any new course, but the development and reflection on new activities to be completed in SL 
would be much more demanding.”  
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Participants appreciated the three-week course in SL and materials available in 
Moodle. They felt like they saw many things (Jennifer and Ryan) and (re)considered the 
possibility of using SL in their classes (Ryan). They liked being able to have a hands-on 
experience (Jennifer), learn SL basic skills (Julie) and have the chance to see different 
language activities in SL (Ryan). They enjoyed being able to talk to a professor who had used 
SL with his German students as well as seeing and trying out the activities that he and his 
research assistant created (Julie and Ryan).  
Moreover, all participants thought it was good to have the resources in Moodle; 
Ryan thought that “[I] did an amazing job putting so much materials together!” (Interview). 
However, Moodle activity reports indicate that two participants, John and Mary, did not 
access Moodle more than once. Time constraints also prevented participants from 
attending all synchronous meetings and doing all course activities in Moodle and in SL (see 
Table 20). Only Julie and Ryan were able to participate in all synchronous meetings. None of 
the participants did all blog posts but Julie, Jennifer and Ryan did half of them. All 
participants except Mary, who did not do the SL activity, did the course activities. 
Participants in this group worked with a partner to create their SL activities. The activities 
they created showed that they thought of a clear language learning goal as well as 
considered the features of this VW that could be used to teach the language concept they 
chose. They presented the activities during our last synchronous meeting in SL; after each 
presentation all participants talked about the activities and gave suggestions for changes 
and adaptations. 
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Table 20. Course 2010 Participant Tasks and Activities 
 
Name Participation in meetings  Blog posts  Course activities 
 1 2 3 4 5 6  1 2 3 4  Scavenger hunt SL activity 
Julie               
Jennifer               
Ryan               
John               
Mary               
 
 
Julie and Mary believed that the pace of the course made them feel comfortable 
with learning how to use this virtual world. Julie mentioned that the skills we talked about 
were “basic enough that [she] wasn't intimidated” (Interview). She mentioned that a friend 
of hers got frustrated because she was asked to build before she had mastered more basic 
skills. Both participants also mentioned that my behavior as the teacher of the course was 
helpful; Julie liked the fact that I did not request too much of them and was always open to 
their interests. They said they appreciated my patience and the fact that 
[I] always offered to explore that more or to show us more according to 
what we wanted to know… you encouraged us to get the basic skills 
down, like moving, teleproting, using the map, finding our inventory, 
etc…. but you didn't push us too much or give us too much homework 
(which was nice for me because I was busy with outside things too)… 
(Julie, Interview) 
Ryan had had experience with SL before. Nonetheless, he believes that this course in 
SL was fun and said he liked watching others learn how to use it. He thinks that being able 
to see the virtual world from the perspective of one who does not have much experience is 
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helpful because it highlights problems that students might have but which seem obvious to 
more experienced users. This course gave him the opportunity to reflect on what he would 
do if he were to teach in this virtual environment. In his words, “[a]though many of the 
things that we've been doing in SL so far were not new to me, I have never really thought 
before how I would use SL to teach a language and what kinds of language activities I would 
create” (Blog 2). 
The instructions and the meeting minutes were regarded as clear and helpful. 
However, Jennifer suggested that screenshots with explanations of SL’s basic skills be 
posted in the Moodle course. According to her, this would help participants follow the 
explanations during the meetings as well as allow them to review what was discussed. It 
should be pointed out, though, that video tutorials of each SL basic skill was posted in 
Moodle but most participants said they did not have time to check the resources. Both Julie 
and Ryan said they liked the meeting minutes; they felt that the emails helped them keep 
up with the course, review what was learned and be reminded of what they needed to do.  
When asked what they missed in the course, participants mentioned more time to 
explore SL, more opportunities to see activities and talk to people who have taught in SL, 
and a chance to teach. They were all very busy during the time the data was collected and, 
consequently, were not able to check the resources in Moodle, post their blog reflections, 
or explore SL. Although they appreciated my availability, they were not able to seek help 
during office hours either. Time constraints also prevented them from seeing more 
examples of activities. Moreover, their teaching assignment had to be limited to the 
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creation and presentation of one activity and it was not possible to arrange more meetings 
with people who are actively teaching in SL.  
Thus, participants believe that future teacher training courses in SL should include 
opportunities to explore SL as learners and as teachers. As learners they would have liked to 
see more places and meet more people (John). Julie even suggested that I teach a class, for 
example Portuguese, as a simulation of a language class in SL; this way they would not only 
have the experience of being in the learner’s shoes but also see an example of a language 
class in SL. As teachers, they thought they would benefit from observing different language 
classes (Jennifer) and talking to other teachers (Julie). They would also like to have the 
opportunity of teaching a class in SL, planning the lesson and creating the activities (Jennifer 
and Ryan); Ryan felt that having chances to teach in SL might be beneficial. They believe it 
would be helpful to spend more time exploring SL (Jennifer, Julie, and Mary), watching 
tutorials and browsing materials (Julie and Mary), and seeing more examples of activities 
(Jennifer and John).  
In addition, Jennifer and Mary recommended thinking about the teachers involved 
in the teacher training course. Jennifer believes that it would be better if the teachers (i.e., 
participants in the course) were grouped according to their interests (e.g., teaching Spanish 
or teaching English). She felt that this would allow the discussions to be more focused. Mary 
believes that the teachers’ learning styles should be taken into account. She suggested that 
individual one-on-one time would help some teachers and commented that sometimes she 
would have liked to hear something again but felt she should not ask because the other 
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people in the group had already understood.  She recognizes that this could have been 
accomplished during office hours but she did not have time to take advantage of it.  
Although participants in this group indicated they did not feel prepared to teach in 
SL, they believed this teacher development course provided them with a good introduction 
to SL, its constraints and affordances (John), as well as opportunities to reflect on the use of 
SL as a language learning tool (Ryan). Upon reflecting on their experience they identified 
some features of the course that they believe were helpful and suggested a few more that 
they think would enhance the experience. Participants’ recommendations are summarized 
below. 
Based on participants’ comments, a teacher development course in SL should 
provide: 
• opportunities to see many activities (Jennifer, John, Julie, Ryan, Mary) 
• resources such as tutorials and other relevant materials (Jennifer, John, Julie, 
Ryan, Mary), which could be organized and made available through a LMS 
• opportunities to observe language lessons in SL (Jennifer, Julie, Ryan) 
• opportunities to teach in SL (Jennifer, Julie, Ryan) 
• time to explore the environment and the resources (Jennifer, John, Julie, 
Ryan, Mary) 
 
A teacher educator conducting a teacher development course in SL should:  
• be available through office hours and provide individual help (Mary) 
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• be open to participants’ needs and interests (Julie) 
• take into account participants’ learning styles (Mary) 
• stimulate participants to be part of a network of teachers who teach in SL 
(John, Ryan) 
 
Course 2011 
Participants in the 2011 group had similar opinions regarding the teacher 
development course. They agreed that it was a good introductory course to SL. Sally 
mentioned that she thought the course was “extremely useful” (Interview) and Julie 
highlighted that a practical course like this would be “imperative” for teachers who want to 
teach in a VW such as SL (Interview). Dylan, on the other hand, remarked that the course 
was good for those teachers who are motivated and willing to get involved. Even though he 
believed that I have created “a good product” (Dylan, Interview), he explained that he did 
not have the time to devote to activities. Although teachers participating in the course 
seemed to be motivated to learn and perhaps use SL in their future classes, time constraints 
and SL’s learning curve could have prevented them from taking more advantage of the 
course activities and materials. 
Even though participants mentioned they had fun and enjoyed their experience in 
SL, not all of them were able to do all the tasks and activities in the course (see Table 21). 
Moodle activity reports showed that all participants accessed the Moodle site at one point 
during the course but not all of them did the activities on the site. Likewise, they did not 
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attend all synchronous meetings and write all blog reflections; Josh was the only participant 
who attended all meetings and Samantha and Julie were the only ones who posted all the 
reflections in Moodle. All participants except Dylan and Zack did the activities designed to 
practice SL basic skills – i.e., the scavenger hunt and the avatar customization. Only Josh and 
Dylan observed a lesson in SL. Dylan’s experience was not a very positive one, though, 
because he ended up observing the party the students had during the last class before they 
went on vacation. Josh, Zack and Samantha created language activities in SL and presented 
to the other participants during our last meeting. Their activities were very good and 
demonstrated that they had a clear language learning goal and had considered the features 
of SL that could be used to best accomplish this goal as well as other pedagogical 
considerations such as where to do the activity and how to assess the students’ learning.  
Their presentations resulted in very good discussions of potential adaptations of the 
activities. 
In spite of the time constraints, participants indicated that they learned from the 
course and had fun. They enjoyed being able to share difficulties they had with other 
participants (Sally), meeting in SL, and working together as they tried to plan their SL activity 
(Josh). They felt that discussing issues related to teaching in SL and sharing ideas of activities 
was helpful. Likewise, Josh and Samantha mentioned that they liked the opportunities to 
learn on their own, for example when they doing the scavenger hunt activity. Although Zack 
missed a couple of synchronous meetings he felt that he learned a lot: “I started from the 
very beginning of creating an avatar and learning how to use the basic functions and now I 
am thinking about how to use it in a real class in teaching… that is a very big progress for 
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myself” (Interview).  Julie also felt that the activities provided her with opportunities to 
expand the knowledge she gained from participating in the course in 2010 because she was 
better able to take advantage of the lessons this time which helped her become more 
confident in her SL skills.  
 
Table 21. Course 2011 Participant Tasks and Activities 
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meetings 
 Blog posts  Course activities 
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Julie                   
Sally                   
Josh                   
Zack                   
Samantha                   
Dylan                   
 
 
They liked all course activities. Josh and Dylan all liked the activity they did during 
the first synchronous meeting: A maze which allowed them to learn/practice SL basic skills. 
Whereas I explained these skills to the group in 2010, the 2011 group learned by walking 
through the maze and clicking on different signs and objects. They enjoyed the scavenger 
hunt, which gave them the opportunity to explore SL on their own (Josh) and then share 
ideas about what they saw in a blog post and during a synchronous meeting. Josh also 
mentioned he liked the opportunity to talk to a Spanish professor who uses SL with her 
students and seeing different features of SL that can be used for teaching (e.g., holodecks); 
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only Josh and Sally participated in this meeting with the Spanish professor, though. Finally, 
all participants felt that creating an activity in SL was a valuable experience. Although it was 
challenging (Josh), they liked being able to do some hands-on activities (Julie) and seeing 
different examples of lessons (Sally) which “gave them ideas on how to implement different 
tasks in SL” (Julie, Interview). They also appreciated having the lesson plans and materials so 
that they can use them with their students at a later time if they want to (Dylan).  
All participants also considered the instructions and materials posted in the Moodle 
course helpful. They asserted that I provided a lot of resources that are pretty much “ready 
to go” (Sally, interview). Josh also explained that by demonstrating different examples of 
language activities I helped open their minds “to creating more” (Interview). Similarly, they 
thought that the instructions were clear; they always knew what they were supposed to do. 
Instructions were given during the synchronous meetings and later posted in Moodle. 
Although no participant in this group explicitly mentioned the meeting minutes posted in 
Moodle after each synchronous meeting I believe these might also have helped to ensure 
that participants knew what was going on at all times.  
The way I as the teacher of the course conducted the meetings and gave them 
support was also regarded as very positive by participants. Seeing me teach them the 
different SL skills, troubleshoot whenever there was a problem, and demonstrate how 
language activities could be carried out in SL was helpful (Julie, Sally, Zack). Zack added that 
“[e]very time [I] told [them] something new and how the ideas can be operationalized in 
this setting” was great (interview). Sally felt that the way I taught them “modeled what 
[they] would do with [their] students” and demonstrated that “[my] instruction was very 
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well-thought out, easy to learn from” (Interview). She explained that this helped her not 
only in terms of teaching in SL but also helping their students learn how to use a 
technology: 
And useful outside of Second Life even… I mean that the information that 
was being presented to me and the order in which it was given and 
structure of the weekly tasks and goals of that week and the lessons that 
week hmmm… I felt were very useful and… useful in showing me how I 
could teach my students or structure a unit around learning a new 
technology. So this is how I… this is a way in which I can also have my 
students learn say how to do enhanced podcasts which I tried to teach 
students before how to record you know put images how to create some 
kind of you know flash playing thing and I feel like this was more… more 
structured it was done in steps so you did a task analysis that broke down 
the steps that were needed to master. You know so we started out a little 
slowly, you know, and then the next thing. (Sally, Interview, Course 2011) 
 
Likewise, they appreciated the fact that I was always available, provided “weekly all 
the time tech support” and “always [had] resources for people” (Dylan, Interview). 
According to Sally, my “level of support was above and beyond what [she] would be willing 
to give” (Interview). Whereas participants recognize the benefits of having a person help 
them get acquainted with the environment and understand how teaching in it might look 
like, they were concerned that this would result in more time than they would have or 
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would be willing to take. The fact that it takes time to learn how to use SL and be ready to 
teach in it has already been pointed out (Stoerger, 2010). Whether this is worthwhile might 
be dependent upon the benefits teachers can see in using this environment. 
Negative comments about the course seemed to center around the problems we 
had with the technology itself. Participants’ experience in SL was hindered by technology 
breakdowns. During the synchronous meetings in SL there was always someone who had 
trouble to communicate with the others. Whereas Julie referred to this as both a drawback 
and a learning experience (i.e., I modeled how to deal with the problem), most participants 
felt this was frustrating. Although such situations can be aided by the use of text chat, as 
Josh suggested, Sally felt that these problems with technology could have prevented people 
from adding to the discussion. Besides problems with sound, Sally also experienced 
problems with her avatar. For a week during the course she could not see her avatar. Since 
all she could see was a white egg-shaped figure moving around she was not able to tell 
which way her avatar was facing or whether or not she had been able to change an outfit. 
Sally explained during the interview that the fact that SL required better internet 
connections and graphics cards than she had was frustrating; she felt that what she had was 
good enough for what she needed on a daily basis and such requirements just made the use 
of SL more difficult.   
Sally and Samantha pointed out two features of the course they thought were not as 
good, though they did not have very strong opinions about either of them. Sally mentioned 
that the tutorials I posted in Moodle were good but could have been done in a more 
professional way. These tutorials were posted in YouTube and done by different people, 
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some of whom attempted to make it funny but did not succeed. I agree with Sally and think 
that tutorials that are more straightforward will probably be more helpful. Samantha 
mentioned that the reflection prompts (blogs) were a little repetitive, though she wasn’t 
sure whether it was she who focused on the same topics over and over again. The blog 
prompts were designed to achieve two goals: help them reflect about their learning and 
gather data for the study. If this course is taught again it might a good idea to reflect on the 
use of the blogs and revise the prompts accordingly.  
Participants in this group did not have a chance to openly discuss about how they 
thought a teacher development course in a VW such as SL should look like. However, based 
on their comments it can be inferred that a teacher development course in SL should 
provide: 
• opportunities to see different ideas of language activities and lessons 
(Samantha, Julie, Josh, Zack, Dylan, Sally) 
• resources such as tutorials and other relevant materials (Samantha, Julie, 
Josh, Zack, Dylan, Sally), which could be organized and made available 
through a LMS or through SL (Samantha)  
• opportunities to create language activities in SL as well as demonstrate these 
to their peers and discuss pros and cons (Samantha, Julie, Josh, Zack, Dylan, 
Sally) 
• opportunities to see different features of the environment that could be 
used for language teaching (Josh) 
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• opportunities to collaborate (Josh) and do things on their own (Josh, 
Samantha) 
• hands-on activities including opportunities to do different things in the 
environment (Julie, Zack) 
• opportunities to teach real ESL/EFL students, if possible (Samantha, Zack) 
 
A teacher educator conducting a teacher development course in SL should:  
• be available and provide help and support (Samantha, Julie, Josh, Zack, 
Dylan, Sally) 
• give clear instructions (Samantha, Julie, Josh, Zack, Dylan, Sally) 
• be aware that they are not just teaching how to teach in SL; they are also 
providing a model of how to teach and overcome challenges while teaching 
in SL (Julie, Zack, Sally) 
• be able to multitask (Julie) 
Opinions regarding the teacher development course in SL were mostly positive for 
both groups of participants. Although the courses were run is slightly different formats, all 
participants believed this was a good introductory course that allowed them to learn the 
basic skills they need to understand how SL works and start thinking about how this 
environment can be used for language teaching and learning. The amount of resources and 
the level of support I provided were equally appreciated by participants in both groups. 
Some of the suggestions from the first group of participants were incorporated into the 
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course and pointed out by the participants in the second group as positive (e.g., the 
demonstration of more language learning activities). Julie, who participated in the course 
both times explained that she thought the course in 2011 was more hands-on and that 
“[she] felt [I] had also learned from last year’s experience and [was] able to incorporate 
more practical activities that would help [them] understand and realize the limitations and 
possibilities of teaching using SL…” (Interview, 2011). As the goal of the course was to help 
teachers be best prepared to integrate a VW such as SL into their language classes it was 
very rewarding to hear Julie’s comment. Other versions of the course will certainly build on 
the lessons learned here.  
 
The instructor’s perspective 
Since I have been using SL for several years I am fairly familiar with SL’s basic skills 
and at the time of the 2010 course had already had opportunities to train teachers and 
mentor faculty members. Nonetheless, the experience teaching the course in 2010 served 
to highlight other skills I needed in order to teach the course. I needed to know how to 
troubleshoot different technology problems (e.g., not being able to speak, hear, or see the 
avatar) and do several things at the same time (i.e., multitask). As a teacher educator, I had 
to identify the skills the participants would need, in which order they would need them, and 
which activities would best help the participants acquire these skills. Because I was playing 
different roles, teacher and designer of the course and researcher, I had to decide how 
much to tell the participants as well as whether or not to comment on their blog posts. 
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Whereas as the teacher of the course I would think it was best to provide them feedback, as 
the researcher I wanted to let them say their opinions first and not be influenced by mine. 
Thus, being aware of the roles I was playing, the goals of the course, and the skills I would 
need to teach this course proved to be important.  
One of the biggest challenges was to deal with the technology itself. When I 
mentored faculty members I did so at a computer lab, sitting right next to the two faculty 
members (Silva, Correia, & Pardo-Ballester, 2010), and they both indicated they liked being 
able to point to the screen as they explained or asked about something. However, the 
course I taught in 2010 and in 2011 was at a distance and I had to figure out the best way to 
describe the interface and provide step-by-step guidance via voice and text chat. I enjoyed 
the challenge even though it resulted many times in the need to multitask.  There were 
times during both courses where I had to, for example, answer a question via private chat, 
follow a discussion via voice chat, and look for an item in my inventory. I also had to 
multitask when participants could not hear what we were saying. In these situations I tried 
to give the instructions both in text and in voice chat. This was at times confusing or 
frustrating for me. However, I soon realized it was helpful to write scripts of the different 
things I was going to explain prior to the meetings; this way all I had to do was copy and 
paste whenever I needed. Although successful, this strategy was not always easy to do, as I 
could not always predict what we would discuss or which problems the participants might 
have. To help overcome this challenge Stoerger (2010) suggests team teaching. I believe this 
could be helpful though not always feasible.  
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Another challenge was the participants’ lack of time. It would have been helpful to 
have more time for the synchronous meetings but this was not feasible for most 
participants. Perhaps if they could have spent more time exploring SL on their own and 
checking the resources in Moodle we would not have had to spend two meetings discussing 
SL basic skills. Nevertheless, it was important they understood SL’s basic features to be able 
to identify how these features could be used for language teaching. One activity that 
worked well was the SL maze I used to help them learn and/or practice some of these basic 
skills. If I teach the course again in the future I will probably ask them to go through the 
maze before we meet for the first time. I will also ask them to be in SL sometime before the 
first meeting to check that their voice is enabled and that both their microphones and 
speakers are working. Even though sometimes participants lost the ability to hear and/or 
speak in the middle of a meeting without any apparent reason, by checking this beforehand 
I will hopefully be able to prevent a few problems.  
Preparing for and teaching the course did take time. Looking for the right materials, 
thinking about how to best use them, and being available to answer questions and find re-
sources is time consuming but I think it was helpful for the participants and rewarding for 
me. I believe I was able to meet with participants in SL and simply teach them SL basic skills 
without much planning. Nonetheless, I do not think I would be able to do a very good job 
helping them think of ways to teach languages in SL without taking the time to research a 
little and experiment with the different features of the environment. Since participants in 
both groups did not normally request my help outside of our meeting times some of this 
preparation took place during office hours. 
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Finally, I learned that, as in any other teaching situation, it is important to create 
meaningful and motivating activities and provide clear descriptions of what is expected. 
During the first time I taught the course the participants and I spent most of the time 
discussing issues related to teaching languages in SL. Although I invited a guest speaker to 
talk about the kinds of activities he used with his German students, we did not talk about 
many other activities. Based on this group’s feedback, in 2011 I decided to demonstrate, 
rather than just discuss, some language activities in SL. We also had a guest speaker but 
only two participants (Josh and Sally) could attend the meeting. Participants in the 2011 
group seemed to agree that creating activities was one of the most helpful activities in the 
course. Moreover, when I asked the group in 2010 to create the language activities I did not 
give them examples. The 2011 group received notecards in SL with examples of activities 
that clearly indicated what they would be thinking about when they created their activities 
– the students, the goals, the steps (pre-, while, and post-activities), the materials (in- and 
outside SL), and the location in SL. Participants were asked to type this information in a 
notecard and give the other participants during their presentation. This also helped make 
the discussion more focused.  
 
Research Question 4: Participants’ assessment of SL for language teaching 
This research question aimed at gathering participants’ opinion of Second Life. More 
specifically, the analysis of the data focused on what participants’ perceived as affordances 
and constraints of this virtual world that indicated its usefulness as a teaching and learning 
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platform. Being able to identify affordances and constraints is important to ensure that 
teachers are prepared to design activities and lessons that use SL’s features to help students 
accomplish specific language goals (Girvan & Savage, 2010).  For this reason, the 
identification of affordances and constraints were the focus of some of the discussions 
during the synchronous meetings, a blog post, and an interview question. Results for each 
group are described and discussed below. 
 
Course 2010 
Data from the interviews, blogs, screen recordings and chat logs indicated that the 
participants were able to point out affordances and constraints of SL as well as of using SL 
as a language learning platform that had already been identified by more experienced users 
of this virtual world. Table 22 summarizes the affordances and constraints participants 
pointed out.  
 
Table 22.  Course 2010 affordances and constraints count  
 
SL Affordances and constraints Number of 
occurrences 
AC-AFFORD (SL affordances) 11 
AC-I (interaction) 12 
AC-M (motivation) 3 
AC-C (creativity) 2 
AC-ID (identity) 2 
AC-S (simulations) 8 
AC-CONSTRAINTS (SL constraints) 11 
AC-U (unplanned and unwanted situations) 4 
AC-T (training) 3 
AC-P (purpose) 0 
AC-TC (time consuming) 8 
AC-LC (learning curve) 1 
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Among the advantages of this virtual world, participants mentioned the 
opportunities for interaction, creation of motivating activities and simulations, and identity 
development. According to Jennifer, John, Julie, and Ryan, interacting with native speakers 
is an advantage of using SL. Whereas John believes this is definitely the biggest advantage, 
Jennifer remarked that sometimes it is not as easy to interact with native speakers; even 
though she tried to talk with some people she felt she “never had a chance for an in-depth 
discussion” (Jennifer, Interview). Besides being able to interact with others, teachers can 
create motivating activities (Mary) exploring SL’s visual support (Jennifer and Ryan) to 
provide learners with opportunities to experience simulations (John and Ryan). When 
playing the roles of students in SL it was not difficult to spot participants’ enthusiasm as 
they used expressions such as “Cool!” or “Fun!!!”  Another advantage of this VW is the 
ability to customize avatars and, thus, develop identity (Julie and Ryan). Julie stated that 
“[learners] may be able to lose some of the inhibitions around learning a language by using 
their avatar to speak, chat, and communicate with others” (Interview). These conform to 
what researchers have identified as affordances of this VW (e.g., Cooke-Plagwitz, 2008, 
2009; Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010).  
On the other hand, participants listed some of the challenges of using SL in their lan-
guage classes. Teachers might have to figure out how to deal with unplanned situations 
such as being interrupted by another person (John), manage larger groups of students (Ryan 
and Mary), and help students if they have technical problems (Mary). Another concern had 
to do with the need to train both teachers and students (John and Ryan); SL’s steep learning 
curve could pose a challenge (Jennifer) so both teachers and students need to be prepared 
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for this environment. Teachers also need to make sure they are creative and it is important 
that activities in SL are meaningful and well-planned: 
I think that we need to be very conscious as teachers about how we use 
SL for language teaching…: if it becomes just a more convenient way to 
conduct a traditional class, then it may actually have perjudicial effects on 
students' motivation and desire to learn a language… If they see it as 
boring or a waste of their time or just an easy way to not have to get out 
of their pijamas and go to class… So that means more work for the 
teacher in terms of conciously planning and preparing activities that are 
suited to SL… For me, that would mean reworking what I do as a 
teacher… (Julie, Interview) 
 
During the first week of the course, participants were asked to explore places in SL 
and determine whether these places could be used for language learning. They seemed to 
have expectations towards the places and how these should look like. For instance, they 
commented on whether or not there were people around and how they behaved (Jennifer, 
Julie, and Ryan) as well as how the place looked. For example, Jennifer visited a shopping 
mall and felt that the mall did not look real. She “expected to find department stores or 
boutiques with every single item glossed” (Blog 1). This exemplifies the fact that SL might 
not correspond to teachers’ beliefs regarding what is helpful for their language students. 
Teachers need to bear in mind that depending on the purpose of the lesson, SL experiences 
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will have to be adapted and special places such as the one described by Jennifer will have to 
be created. 
 
Course 2011 
Participants in this group also highlighted some of the affordances and constraints 
that had already been pointed out by VW researchers (see Table 23). For instance, they 
mentioned the fact that SL may be a good venue to engage students in interactions with 
other native and nonnative speakers of the target language and the environment itself, 
which was also argued by Childress and Brasswell (2006) and Peterson (2010). Samantha 
gave an interesting example of how learners might be able to interact with the 
environment, clicking on different things and learn vocabulary in a way she believes may be 
more effective than studying lists of words. Moreover, Sally, Julie, and Dylan explained that 
the fact you can personalize your avatar and have a voice can be beneficial for learners and 
makes SL a good environment for learners in hybrid and distance learning classes. The fact 
that the avatar may help learners’ increase their sense of being part of the environment 
was addressed in Cooke-Plagwitz’s 2008 and 2009 articles. These features of the 
environment make SL motivating (Kuriscak & Luke, 2009; Peterson, 2010) and allow 
teachers to create activities that would not be possible in regular classrooms (Samantha, 
Zack, and Josh).  
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The open nature of the environment provides teachers with many possibilities to 
create different activities and lessons (Josh). According to Josh, learning that takes place in 
SL may be different:  
Let me explain a little… So they [students] first have to learn how to use 
their avatar… When they learn how their avatar moves they can begin 
exploring… In this way they are learning a new technology… By learning 
this technology they (maybe without knowing) are making decisions and 
manipulating their new environment which is building autonomy… 
Second life, since it is a world without 4 walls allows students more 
movement/freedom compared to a regular classroom… Students might 
even feel more comfortable to interact because they are more 
comfortable with an avatar… Then they would be talking in front of the 
class (Interview). 
 
SL researchers have found higher levels of engagement (Peterson, 2010), especially 
for the more timid students (Kaplan-Rakowski, 2011). No research has yet addressed the 
issue of increased autonomy but it would be interesting to test Josh’s theory. Nonetheless, 
research has already looked into the development of tasks that may foster language 
acquisition and motivate learners (Kaplan-Rakowski, 2010; Kuriscak & Luke, 2009).   
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Table 23. Course 2011 affordances and constraints count 
  
SL Affordances and constraints Number of 
occurrences 
AC-AFFORD (SL affordances) 32 
AC-I (interaction) 10 
AC-M (motivation) 11 
AC-C (creativity) 9 
AC-ID (identity) 3 
AC-S (simulations) 1 
AC-CONSTRAINTS (SL constraints) 20 
AC-U (unplanned and unwanted situations) 14 
AC-T (training) 5 
AC-P (purpose) 1 
AC-TC (time consuming) 20 
AC-LC (learning curve) 11 
 
 
Regarding SL’s constraints, participants in this group mentioned the learning curve, 
the amount of time it takes to get things set up, and how difficult it may be to hold students 
accountable for their learning as well as monitor and assess their progress. All participants 
agreed that learning how to use SL, training students, and creating materials and activities 
would take a lot of time. Teachers need to be aware of SL’s steep learning curve (Cooke-
Plagwitz, 2009) since it may lead to lack of motivation and even frustration. Thus, Samantha 
argued that teachers should familiarize themselves with the environment before they start 
teaching in it. Besides knowing how to use the VW, it is important that teachers figure out 
how to monitor and assess the students’ work (Josh). In our discussion during the fourth 
synchronous meeting participants suggested using SL features such as notecards and 
snapshots. These considerations as well as others involved in designing a lesson plan in SL 
are, according to participants, important even if time consuming.  
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Other constraints mentioned by participants in this group referred to interactions 
with other people. Technical issues, such as the loss of voice, were constantly a problem 
during our synchronous meetings and pointed out as a potential drawback to teaching in 
this environment (e.g., Stoerger, 2010). Many times during the synchronous meetings I as 
the instructor had to ask if everybody could still hear me and help them figure out how to 
solve the problem. Thus, all participants agreed that teachers need to be able to 
troubleshoot and, as much as possible, predict these problems so that the class is not 
interrupted. Teachers need to be aware of SL’s unpredictability (Josh). People may just try 
to start a conversation with students or someone may lose the Internet connect. Other 
distractions inside or outside SL could make it hard to ensure the students are on task 
(Dylan). Another issue that interferes with communication is the fact that in SL body 
language (or gestures) is limited. Consequently, conversations do not flow as they do in 
face-to-face conversations because the people involved in the conversation may not know 
when their turn to speak is (Sally). Finally, Dylan pointed out that SL interactions work well 
synchronously but it is not as easy to have long-term relationships such as in Facebook. This 
was corroborated by Warburton (2009), who explained that SL provides very limited ways 
to share information in comparison to social networking sites such as Facebook.  
Both groups seemed to have a similar evaluation of SL and its potential and a 
teaching and learning environment. Whereas the graphics and general features of the 
software provide numerous opportunities for the design of creative and motivating 
activities, these may also lead to concerns. On one hand, learners may have their own 
virtual representation customized according to their wishes, interact with other users, 
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learners, and the environment, and do things that would not be possible or feasible in their 
real life classes. On the other hand, interactions may not always be intentional or even 
happen and the many options of things to see and do in SL may be more of a distraction 
than an affordance. Thus, even though participants believe that the use of SL could be 
motivating and justified, they think it is imperative that teachers think carefully about how 
to use this VW to accomplish the goals set forth for their classes. This careful planning 
results in more preparation time not to mention the time needed to get acquainted with 
the environment. In spite of the drawbacks they identified, participants indicated they 
would be interested in trying to teach in SL. They would, however, make sure that they 
were familiar with SL first and would favor teaching classes they believe lend themselves 
better for the kind of work they think can be done in SL.  
 
Chapter Summary 
This chapter reported and discussed the findings of this study. Each group’s opinions 
were explained separately and then a summary of both groups’ opinions was provided. To 
address the first research question the key competencies identified by both groups were 
listed and explained. Then, a description of participants’ perceived technological, 
pedagogical, and content knowledge (TPACK) was provided (research question 2). 
Participants’ opinions regarding the teacher development course (research question 3) as 
well as my perspective as the teacher of the course were then outlined. Finally, the SL 
affordances and constraints pinpointed by the participants (research question 4) were listed 
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and VW researchers’ findings and claims were explained. The next chapter concludes this 
dissertation. Based on the findings, a list of key competencies language teachers need to 
teach in SL and other similar VWs and suggestions for the best ways to train them are 
provided.  A description of the research’s limitations and recommendations for further 
studies were also included.  
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSION 
This case study aimed at investigating the competencies language teachers need to 
be prepared to teach in virtual worlds such as Second Life as well as what language teacher 
preparation for teaching in these 3D environments might entail. In-service language 
teachers were invited to participate in a teacher development course in Second Life. 
Qualitative and quantitative data gathered before, during, and after the course helped in 
the identification of key competencies and of ways to prepare teachers to integrate this 
technology into their classes.  Findings contributed to this new area of research by 
indicating what language teachers need to be aware of and what language teacher 
educators might want to address in teacher training courses.  Knowledge gained from this 
study is not limited to teaching in Second Life but may also extend to other similar virtual 
worlds.  
This chapter first presents a summary of the key findings for both groups per 
research question. Then the implications for language teacher preparation are discussed 
and recommendations for future teacher training in virtual worlds are described. Next, the 
limitations of the study are explained and suggestions for future research are made, 
followed by the study’s concluding remarks. 
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Research findings 
This section summarizes the results for each research question. First, the key 
competencies identified by the participants are listed and their ideas regarding what 
language teachers need to know and be able to teach in 3D virtual environments are 
explained (research question 1). A summary of participants’ perceived content, 
technological and pedagogical knowledge (TPACK) is provided (research question 2). Then 
findings regarding language teacher preparation (research question 3) and the Second Life’s 
affordances and constraints identified by participants (research question 4) are described.  
 
Teaching in virtual worlds: Key competencies 
Whereas participants identified competencies pertaining to all TPACK domains of 
knowledge, the most frequently mentioned competencies addressed issues regarding the 
ability to use Second Life (TK) and teach in Second Life (TPK). Perhaps because participants 
were in-service language teachers, pedagogical issues were related specifically to teaching 
languages in this 3D virtual environment, and some had to do with integrating this 
technology into language classes (TPACK).  
Not surprisingly, the need to know how to use the technology and be able to train 
students to do that (KC-TK) was frequently mentioned.  It is vital that language teachers 
spend time getting acquainted with the 3D virtual environment and be able to understand 
how to use its different features. Likewise, it is important that teachers understand and 
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capitalize on the virtual worlds’ affordances (KC-AFFORD) and learn how to work around its 
constraints. The ability to decide which features of the environment may help create 
meaningful and pedagogically-sound language learning experiences (TPACK) was also 
pointed out as a key competency. Finally, teachers should be able to select appropriate 
places within the 3D learning environment to conduct classes and send students to. It might 
also be advisable to instruct students on what to do should they find themselves in 
uncomfortable or unwanted situations; this information can be part of a general orientation 
to the VW prior to or at the beginning of classes. 
Among the pedagogical concerns raised, participants, particularly those in the 2011 
group, highlighted the ability to manage classes (KC-CM), monitor students’ work (KC-M), 
and assess students’ learning (KC-A) in SL. Participants believe that larger groups of students 
may be more difficult to manage. Having meetings with smaller groups of students at 
different times may help. As for monitoring and assessing students’ learning, participants 
suggested the use of Second Life’s features (e.g., IMs, notecards, and snapshots). It is also 
possible to use other technologies, or in-class assessment, for this purpose depending on 
the teaching situation.  
Participants in the 2011 group made several comparisons between teaching in 
virtual worlds and in other settings, face-to-face and other online environments. To them, 
knowledge gained from previous experiences can be transferred or adapted to teaching in 
VWs. Nonetheless, participants understand the different nature of the environment, and 
explained that teachers need to consider the students’ needs, the language learning goals, 
and the features of Second Life to be able to design activities that justify its use. Participants 
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in the previous group had mentioned the importance of taking students’ needs, learning 
styles and motivation into account and making sure that Second Life is being used to help 
accomplish specific language learning goals. They also believed that a similar set of skills 
would be needed to teach in VWs. Two participants, however, pointed to some skills that 
are unique to teaching in 3D virtual environments such as the ability to deal with 
interruptions from other avatars.  
In sum, language teachers’ knowledge of how to teach languages (PCK) may inform 
their teaching in SL provided that they know how to use SL (TK) and think critically about 
how SL can be best used to accomplish language learning goals (TPACK). To this end, it is 
important teachers are familiar with this VW, able to take advantage of SL’s affordances, 
and work around SL’s constraints. They should also know how to train students to use SL, 
troubleshoot, and provide them with the help they may need as they do activities in this 
VW. They also need to identify which activities are best suited to teach the different 
language concepts, give clear instructions, and figure out ways to monitor and assess 
students’ progress. 
 
Preparing language teachers to teach in virtual worlds 
The teacher development course created for this study was perceived as a good 
introductory course by all participants. Participants in both groups enjoyed the 
opportunities to talk with each other during the synchronous meetings, collaborate with a 
peer in the creation and presentation of an activity, and explore the environment on their 
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own. The mixture of hands-on activities appealed to all participants and helped them learn 
at their own pace. They also liked to see several examples of activities and considered my 
performance as I modeled the activities and reactions to technical problems as examples of 
how classes may be carried out in a VW.  
Although they were not always able to participate in the discussions, check the 
materials in Moodle, and do the activities, they seemed to think that these are important 
components of a teacher development course in a 3D virtual environment. Participants who 
were able to attend the meetings with guest speakers reported having liked the opportunity 
to talk to someone who had had experience teaching in Second Life and ask questions 
about his/her successes and challenges. They also thought that I was able to compile a good 
amount of resources and make them available in Moodle. Even though not all participants 
were able to check these materials they felt it could be very useful to have if they decide to 
use Second Life with their students in the future. They also appreciated the materials and 
examples of lesson plans I gave them in Second Life. These helped exemplify what could be 
taught in the VW and how it could be done. Finally, the synchronous meetings provided 
them with opportunities to share ideas and concerns with other language teachers who 
were in a similar situation. Together they could think of ideas and reflect on potential 
challenges.  
The way I behaved as a teacher as well as the support I gave them was also 
perceived as very beneficial. Participants appreciated the meeting minutes sent to them via 
email and posted in Moodle. These summarized what we had done during the meeting and 
what would come next. The meeting minutes helped participants know what was expected 
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from them and avoid confusion. Participants also appreciated my effort to listen to what 
they were interested in and find the necessary materials and information. Even though no 
one stopped by during office hours, participants appreciated knowing that they could 
contact me via email or within Second Life.  
Thus, a course designed to help prepare language teachers to teach in a VW such as 
Second Life should include resources, different kinds of activities, examples of language 
learning tasks, opportunities for interaction with others, as well as support. Teachers need 
time to explore the environment and think about how it can be used with his/her students. 
Hands-on activities that mimic the types of activities that teachers would use for student 
orientations can be very helpful; for instance, the scavenger hunt used in the course was 
very successful. They also need access to materials such as video tutorials. The tutorials I 
made available were watched by very few participants but they may be helpful if teachers 
need further information or want to use these as resources with groups of students in the 
future. Moreover, teachers need to see examples of language learning tasks done in the 3D 
virtual environment. These were more successful when I modeled the task, asking the 
teachers to play the roles of the students, rather than when I explained how it could be 
done. By being in the learners’ shoes teachers will be better prepared to evaluate the 
challenges their students may face. While modeling the task, the teacher educator puts 
him/herself in the role of the teacher, showing the teachers in training how to deal with 
challenges that may come up (e.g., when someone is not able to hear the others anymore). 
Opportunities to observe classes can be beneficial but these may not be easy to find. The 
best compromise I found for the participants in both courses was to have them teach each 
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other; this was, however, challenging since not all participants were present and/or created 
their activities. Finally, it is important to provide language teachers with support and 
guidance. Knowing that support is available makes teachers feel more comfortable and 
perhaps willing to consider the integration of an emerging technology such as 3D virtual 
environments.  
 
Second Life’s affordances and constraints 
Affordances and constraints identified by participants were the same as those previ-
ously pointed out by VWs researchers and practitioners. The affordances highlighted by 
both groups regarded Second Life’s potential for being a venue where learners can interact 
with native speakers and other users, the ability to customize avatars and develop identity, 
SL’s visual support, and the ability to manipulate the environment to create different 
activities and simulations. All of these enable teachers to develop language learning 
activities that are motivating, providing learners with opportunities to engage in meaningful 
conversations and use the target language.  
Participants believe that the main constraints are related to the amount of time it 
takes to learn how to use the VW, train students, and prepare activities and materials. 
Teachers need to take time to explore the environment and think of ways to help students 
before and while using Second Life. Teachers also need to keep in mind Second Life’s 
learning curve as they are helping students get acquainted with the environment. Other 
limitations include technical issues, limited body language, and limited asynchronous 
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options. Conversations in Second Life may be hampered due to problems with technology 
or the fact that learners may not be able to determine when their turn to speak is. Such 
difficulties can be undermined if teachers request that students check their audio 
(microphones and headphones) prior to any synchronous meeting, are prepared to guide 
students through troubleshooting processes, and able to manage conversations in this 
environment. To overcome the lack of asynchronous options some teachers have used 
learning management systems such as Moodle. 
Overall, participants seem to believe that Second Life could be a good platform for 
language teaching. They indicated they would like to try to teach in this environment and 
mentioned classes that they felt this VW would be best suited for. After the course it was 
evident that participants could see both advantages and disadvantages of using SL. 
Nonetheless, participants kept in mind that a decision of whether or not to use Second Life 
should be based not only on the features of this VW but also on the language goals, the 
group of students, and the purposes of the lesson.  Thus, it seemed clear to them that the 
use of a VW such as Second Life should not be solely based on the innovative and 
motivating nature of the environment but rather the result of the careful consideration of a 
number of factors. 
 
Implications and recommendations for language teacher preparation 
Findings from this study corroborate with some of the suggestions and 
recommendations of VWs researchers and practitioners regarding teaching in 3D 
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environments (see e.g. Savin-Baden, 2010, and Stoerger, 2010, for suggestions on how to 
teach in Second Life). Based on participants’ suggestions, a list of the key competencies that 
should be part of the language teacher knowledge based to teach in VWs such as SL and 
recommendations for the preparation of language teachers for this endeavor are explained 
below.  
 
Key competencies needed to teach in VWs 
Teachers interested in teaching in virtual worlds should be aware of the similarities 
and differences between these 3D environments, the classroom, and other online 
environments. In-service teachers may need to keep their minds open, be willing to expand 
their views of pedagogy, and learn skills that are particular of the new teaching 
environment (Compton, 2009; Hampel & Stickler, 2005; Youngs, 2007). Assuming that in-
service teachers come to this new teaching situation with knowledge of the content they 
teach (language) and knowledge of how to teach this content, the first thing they need to 
do is get acquainted with the VW. Besides knowing how to use the VW, which includes 
being able to identify its affordances and constraints, teachers need to be able to train their 
students to use the 3D environment as well as troubleshoot problems. While teaching the 
courses, I realized that the ability of troubleshoot may encompass more than knowledge of 
how to use SL; that is, teachers may need to explain how to download programs or how to 
install them in different computers (Macs or PCs). Thus, a general knowledge of how to use 
technology is also needed.    
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While exploring the 3D virtual environment, teachers might notice that many 
options are available. Whereas the ability to customize avatars and change the environment 
is considered an advantage of a VW such as SL, this flexibility results in lack of teacher 
control, which may not necessarily be a problem. Nonetheless, teachers may want to 
ensure she/he knows how to manage groups of students, monitor students’ work, and 
assess their progress. Depending on the teaching situation teachers may choose to have the 
support of other technologies such as a learning management system (e.g., Moodle). 
Features of the environment (e.g., snapshots and notecards) may also help to hold 
students’ accountable for their learning; teachers need to accept that they will not be able 
to follow all interactions at all times.  
Likewise, teachers should have a clear language learning goal in mind, one that 
justifies the use of a 3D learning environment. Language teachers need to be able to 
identify which features of the environment may be helpful to accomplish the language 
learning goals set forth for the lesson and which ones may hinder the learning process. 
Activities should be planned with the learners’ needs in mind, capitalize on the VW’s 
affordances, and be designed in a pedagogically-sound way that ensures the language goal 
is accomplished.  
Based on participants’ comments I have listed below the key competencies needed 
to teach in VWs such as Second Life. The list is not exhaustive but it indicates what language 
teachers need to know and be able to do to create good language learning experiences in 
this VW: 
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• use Second Life (i.e., basic skills  such as move around, communicate with 
others, customize avatar, search, etc.) 
• train students (i.e., explain how to do things in SL) 
• troubleshoot (i.e., identify the problem the student is having and help 
him/her) 
• manage groups of students, monitor their progress, and assess their learning  
• take advantage of affordances and work around constraints 
• create activities that help accomplish language learning goals 
• identify goals that justify the use of a VW 
• be able to multitask 
 
Preparing teachers to teach in VWs 
Even the most experienced teacher may feel uncomfortable if faced with a new 
teaching situation. It takes time to learn how to use new materials, or technologies, and 
figure out best practices. Emerging technologies such as VWs can be very challenging to 
those who are not experienced users. Second Life’s steep learning curve has always been 
mentioned as one of the biggest constraints of this environment (Berge, 2008; Kuriscak & 
Luke, 2009; Peterson, 2011; Stoerger, 2010; Sweley, 2008). Nonetheless, teachers may be 
interested in experimenting with different situations and learning about technologies that 
are part of their students’ lives. When I asked Samantha if she felt she benefitted from the 
course she replied: 
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yes... well, I really like learning new things… especially in technology just 
because it really helps my career to be able to say I have this experience. 
I am hesitant just because it is so new and it seems like a lot of work but I 
think that is true of anything that you learn you know that you haven’t 
had experience before it takes… there is a lot of learning time so you 
know I am hesitant but you know I definitely think there is… once I kind 
of let go of the idea that I don’t want to do any work then I think there is 
a lot of benefit to it. … And it is good to be connected to what young 
people are doing now you know even if I don’t use it on a regular basis at 
least I know what it is and I can get around it. (Synchronous meeting, 
Course 2011) 
Teacher educators should first and foremost consider the knowledge teachers in training 
bring to the course, their needs, and their interests. For instance, in-service teachers, such 
as the ones who participated in this study, come to a teacher training course not only with 
prior teaching experiences in other environments (F2F and/or online) but also with a set of 
beliefs regarding how to create good language learning experiences for their students. 
Participants of this study relied on this knowledge as they compared their previous 
knowledge to the new teaching situation. Likewise, it is important to understand the 
different roles each person will be playing throughout the course. Both the teacher and the 
teacher educator will take turns teaching, reflecting, and learning. In a 3D virtual 
environment teachers in training may be helping each other or even be helped by another 
user. Thus, based on the experience gained from teaching this teacher development course 
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I believe that courses designed with these needs in mind are likely to be more successful.
 The content of the course should enable teachers to understand the features of the 
3D environment, including the identification of affordances and constraints, and how to 
teach languages in it. All participants remarked that the course created for this study 
provided participants with a good introduction to teaching in VWs.  First they learned how 
to use SL (i.e., Second Life’s basic skills); then they discussed the pedagogical decisions 
involved in how to teach in this VW; and finally they created a language activity. Even 
though the course was not very comprehensive, mostly due to time constraints, it included 
basic skills needed to use Second Life as well as provided opportunities to discuss main 
issues related to teaching in this VW.  
Course activities were designed to show teachers different kinds of tasks that can be 
done in this VW and stimulate them to reflect on best teaching practices. For instance, 
activities such as a scavenger hunt, an in-world maze, several discussions, and the modeling 
of language learning tasks were included in the course. Although all of these activities were 
regarded as helpful by all participants, the modeling of language learning tasks seemed to 
have been the most helpful. Being able to be in the learners’ shoes and see how an activity 
would work or not was regarded as a very good component of the course. It was helpful to 
see how I as the teacher of the course dealt with problems (e.g., technical problems). Thus, I 
would argue that teacher training courses in Second Life should include many hands-on 
activities that showcase the affordances of the platform providing teachers with examples 
of teaching in this 3D environment. For example, besides the scavenger hunt and the maze, 
teachers could be encouraged to learn how to do something in Second Life (e.g., fly) and 
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teach their peers. They could also be given information using the different features of the 
VW (e.g., notecards) and asked to discuss in small groups, take notes, and then share the 
notecards with the other groups. Activities like these would provide teachers with 
opportunities to experiment with the environment and play different roles. It would also 
make the course activities more meaningful and centered on the teachers in training rather 
than on the teacher educator.  
Besides the synchronous meetings, materials and resources should be made 
available. Materials such as video tutorials or screenshots should be posted in a learning 
management system or made available to the teachers, perhaps in SL or via email. 
Participants in this study did not have enough time to check these resources but they liked 
having them for future use with their students. They also appreciated the examples of 
activities I gave them in Second Life. I believe that sharing resources and stimulating 
teachers to share resources and ideas can be very beneficial. As Silva, Correia, and Pardo-
Ballester (2010) found in their case study, the support of peers can be reassuring.  
Teacher educators should provide support. In-world office hours could be a way to 
do that, though most participants in this study did not have the time to take advantage of it. 
Sending meeting minutes was more effective because participants frequently checked their 
emails even if they did not have time to check the Moodle course or meet me in Second 
Life. The meeting minutes helped teachers participating in this study to keep track of the 
activities and know what was expected. Teacher educators’ availability is also important so 
that teachers in training know that they will have the help they need.  
In sum, teacher training courses in a virtual world such as Second Life should: 
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• include information about how to use the 3D environment and how to help 
students solve problems 
• include a variety of hands-on and collaborative activities that demonstrate 
how teaching in these 3D environments could be like 
• include a variety of resources and materials such as video tutorials, 
references to articles and books, and examples of activities 
• provide teachers with opportunities to explore the environment and use the 
SL skills they are learning 
• include opportunities to create activities and, if feasible, teach in the VW 
 
And teacher educators should: 
• be able to multitask 
• be available and provide help and support 
• make sure instructions are clear and teachers know what is expected of them 
• help teachers overcome challenges  
• be open to and consider teachers’ needs and interests 
• stimulate teachers to interact with other teachers who are experienced users 
of the VW or interested in learning how to teach in it 
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Limitations 
Although the results of this study add to the limited body of research in this area, 
they should be interpreted with three limitations in mind: the small number of participants 
and their characteristics, problems with technology, and the dual role of the researcher. 
First, results cannot be generalized due to the limited number of participants in each group 
and the fact that they were all in-service language teachers teaching ESL or Modern 
Languages in a university setting. It would be beneficial to consult with more language 
teachers to provide more empirical evidence that supports the suggestions and 
recommendations provided here. It would also be good to survey other groups of teachers 
(e.g., pre-service teachers and language teachers who are experienced users of this VW).   
While teaching both courses technical difficulties caused the loss of important files. 
During the 2010 course, a problem with the researcher’s computer’s graphics card resulted 
in the loss of a few Camtasia files. During the 2011 course, part of the first meeting was lost 
because Camtasia did not work properly, though this was less of a problem than the one 
experienced during the previous year. One alternative to help ensure interview data is 
saved would be to use text chat instead of voice chat since chat logs can be easily retrieved 
in Second Life or saved as Word documents. It is important to keep in mind, though, that 
some participants prefer to talk because they do not feel comfortable writing, which was 
the case of one of the participants in the 2010 group.  The synchronous meetings, however, 
need to be carried out with voice chat, in spite of the technical problems. It is important 
that participants experience how teaching occurs in this virtual environment and how 
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teachers can deal with these kinds of situations. To help ensure I got the files, in 2011 I used 
a digital camera to record the synchronous meetings in case I had problems with Camtasia 
again.  
The researcher’s role as the teacher of the course and the primary investigator 
might have constrained the research a little because while teaching the course the 
researcher might have missed opportunities to take more complete notes and pose 
questions, as an observer might (Yin, 2009).  Likewise, since the course was part of a 
research project I needed to ensure that participants’ opinions were heard first and not 
influenced by mine. Thus, when a participant asked I question I frequently asked the other 
participants to answer first before saying anything. I also refrained from giving feedback to 
their blog posts, which I would certainly have done if I was just teaching the course. Another 
constraint is the fact that I was the one who conducted the interviews and collected 
participants’ surveys. Since I was also the teacher of the course participants could have 
avoided making negative remarks. However, the data gathered before and after the course 
(surveys and interviews) were triangulated with participants’ blog comments and 
interactions during the synchronous meeting and none of these data seemed to be 
incongruent. It is important to point out that, to my knowledge, teacher development 
courses in SL are very scarce and often offered by those researching this virtual 
environment. Playing the roles of teacher and researcher was, thus, necessary for this 
investigation. 
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Directions for future research 
Future research should consider other groups of language teachers. This research 
was limited to the teaching of Spanish and English by in-service teachers teaching at a 
university setting. Pre-service teachers could be invited to participate in a similar study. 
Since the teachers in this study were experienced they relied on their knowledge of 
teaching languages (PCK) to help them identify the key competencies they would need to 
teach in the 3D virtual environment. One participant suggested that teachers not used to 
teaching may find it easier to teach in 3D VWs; it would be interesting to find empirical 
evidence that confirms or denies this idea.  
It would also be interesting to investigate whether the knowledge that in-service 
teachers have from teaching in other environments, such as face-to-face or other online 
environments, transfer to or influence teaching in a 3D virtual environment. Online 
researchers have claimed that the skills needed to teach face-to-face do not easily transfer 
to online environments. However, the knowledge in-service teachers bring to development 
courses cannot be fully ignored as it may form the basis of comparison between the known 
teaching environment and the new one. This seems to have been the case for the 
participants in this study. Thus, it may be important to investigate how this knowledge helps 
in-service teachers reassess their teaching practice and think of ways to adapt what they 
know and believe about teaching to teaching in Second Life. 
Likewise, it would be interesting to investigate how the knowledge acquired in a 
teacher development course such as the one used in this research is applied to real teaching 
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situations. To this end, class observations would be very important. It would also be helpful 
to gather information about how teachers plan classes and create materials. Even though 
the course used in this research aimed at overtly discussing these ideas, there was no 
opportunity to see teachers putting them into practice with a group of English or Spanish 
learners. These observations would have been a very valuable data source.  
It is also important to conduct an analysis of the needs of administrators and those 
who might be involved in training the teachers. While many of the current teaching 
experiences in Second Life have been initiated by individual teachers interested in using this 
environment, programs could be interested in integrating Second Life into their curriculum 
and, thus, need guidance. Consequently, in these situations it would be beneficial to gather 
information regarding program needs and availability of resources for the teachers who will 
teach in the 3D virtual environment. Knowledge gained from this research would provide 
administrators with important information to ensure teachers get the support they need. 
Future research regarding the use of VWs for language teaching is still needed to 
help corroborate previous findings and identify best practices. More research on student 
motivation to use VWs and tasks that may be more conducive to learning would be 
enriching for teachers and teacher educators. A better understanding of how learning 
occurs in VWs such as SL would help inform teachers of the competencies they need to 
teach in these 3D environments as well as the best ways to accomplish language learning 
goals in these environments. The more we know about how students learn in VWs the 
better teachers will be prepared to evaluate the 3D environments and design language 
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learning experiences that are pedagogically sound and focused on the goals of their classes.  
This information can, in turn, be used for the design of better teacher development courses. 
 
Conclusion 
This study aimed at identifying what language teachers need to know to be able to 
teach in VWs such as SL. To this end, language teachers were invited to participate in a 
teacher development course. In the course, participants were asked to do tasks, participate 
in synchronous meetings in Second Life, and write reflective blogs in Moodle.  Both the 
design of the course activities and the discussion of the findings were guided by Koehler and 
Mishra’s (2006) TPACK framework. Participants were also asked to evaluate the3D 
environment itself and the teacher development course. Results from this study were used 
to identify a list of key competencies language teachers need and make suggestions 
regarding their preparation.  
Results from this study add to the limited body of knowledge regarding the use of 
VWs. Findings help provide evidence for some of the claims made by VW researchers and 
practitioners. Nonetheless, more studies on the use of virtual environments for language 
teaching are needed before conclusive remarks can be made. Knowing how to use VWs to 
promote meaningful language practice is crucial if we are to claim that SL, or any other VW, 
is a good platform for language learning. Teacher educators need to identify what should be 
part of the language teacher knowledge base in these virtual environments and teacher 
173 
 
 
development programs should be designed to address these needs. Further research in this 
area will equip researchers and educators with invaluable information. 
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APPENDIX A. Background questionnaire 
1. Name: 
 
2. Gender 
a) Female 
b) Male 
 
3. Age range 
a) 18-22 
b) 23-27 
c) 28--32 
d) 33-37 
e) 37+ 
 
4. Native language: 
 
5. Occupation (e.g., teacher, administrator, etc.): 
 
6. Years of experience: 
 
7. Language(s) you teach: 
 
8. Levels you have taught (select all that apply) 
a) Beginner 
b) Intermediate 
c) Advanced 
 
9. Age groups you have taught (select all that apply): 
a) Children 
b) Teenagers 
c) Adults 
 
10. Responsibilities you have in the school where you teach (select all that apply): 
a) Plan classes 
b) Design materials 
c) Design tests 
d) Supervise teachers 
e) Train teachers 
f) Select textbooks 
g) Other 
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11. Materials you use in your classes (select all that apply) 
a) Textbooks 
b) Flashcards 
c) Computers 
d) Board 
e) Overhead projector 
f) VCR/DVD player 
g) Audio tapes/CDs 
h) TV 
i) Other:  
 
12. Technology use  
a) I never use technology in my language classes. 
b) I rarely use technology in my language classes. 
c) I sometimes use technology in my language classes. 
d) I often use technology in my language classes. 
e) I always use technology in my language classes. 
 
13. Activities you do with technology 
a) Internet research 
b) Online exercises 
c) Computer software 
d) Blogs 
e) Wikis 
f) Podcasts 
g) Online games (e.g., vocabulary and grammar games designed for ESL students) 
h) Virtual worlds (e.g., Active Worlds and Second Life) 
i) Facebook 
j) Ning communities 
k) Other:  
 
14. Virtual worlds you are familiar with 
a) None 
b) Active Worlds 
c) Second Life (teen and/or main grid) 
d) There 
e) Runescape 
f) Other: 
 
15. Use of virtual worlds  
a) I never use virtual worlds. 
b) I rarely use virtual worlds. 
c) I sometimes use virtual worlds. 
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d) I often use virtual worlds. 
e) I always use virtual worlds. 
 
16. Reason(s) to use virtual worlds (select all that apply) 
a) To meet new people 
b) Just for fun 
c) To teach  
d) For business purposes 
e) Other:  
 
17. Reason(s) why you do not use virtual worlds (select all that apply) 
a) I do not like virtual worlds. 
b) I do not know how to use virtual worlds. 
c) I do not know how to teach with virtual worlds. 
d) I do not think it is a good idea to use technologies such as virtual worlds for 
educational purposes. 
e) Other:  
 
18. Use of computer games 
a) I don’t play computer games (e.g., Battlefield, World of Warcraft, Bioshock) 
b) I sometimes play computer games.  
c) I frequently play computer games. 
 
19. Please write your expectations for this Second Life experience.  (open-ended 
question) 
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APPENDIX B. TPACK Survey 1  
 
Note: Adapted from Schmidt et al.  (2009)
1
. Created and delivered through SurveyMonkey 
before the course begins. 
 
Technology is a broad concept that can mean a lot of different things. For the purpose of 
this questionnaire, technology is referring to digital technology/technologies. That is, the 
digital tools we use such as computers, laptops, iPods, handhelds, interactive whiteboards, 
software programs, etc. Please answer all of the questions and if you are uncertain of or 
neutral about your response you may always select "Neither Agree or Disagree". 
 
Technology Knowledge (TK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree  
 
 SD     SA 
1. I know how to solve my own technical problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. I can learn technology easily. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. I keep up with important new technologies. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. I frequently play around with technology. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. I know about a lot of different technologies. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. I have the technical skills I need to use technology. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. I have had sufficient opportunities to work with different technologies. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Content Knowledge (CK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
Ability to use the target language       
8. I can write the target language fluently.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
                                                      
 
 
 
 
1
 Items marked with an * were added or modified. 
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9. I can speak the target language fluently. * 1 2 3 4 5 6 
10. I can use the target language appropriately in different contexts.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11. I am proficient in the target language. * 1 2 3 4 5 6 
       
Knowledge about the target language        
12. I understand the target language culture.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13. I understand the target language linguistic system.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
14. I understand how people learn languages.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15. I have various ways and strategies of developing my understanding of the 
target language.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
16. I know how to assess student performance in a classroom. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
17. I can adapt my teaching based upon what students currently understand 
or do not understand. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. I can adapt my teaching style to different learners. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
19. I can assess student learning in multiple ways. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
20. I can use a wide range of teaching approaches in a classroom setting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
21. I am familiar with common student understandings and misconceptions. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
22. I know how to organize and maintain classroom management. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
23. I can select effective teaching approaches to guide student thinking and 
learning in the target language.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
24. I can choose appropriate activities to help my students practice target 
language concepts.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
25. I know how language concepts can be explained to help learners learn the 
target language.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
26. I know about technologies that I can use for understanding and teaching 
the target language and culture*. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
27. I understand how the target language concepts can be expressed through 
the use of technology.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
28. I can choose technologies that enhance the teaching approaches of a 
lesson. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
29. I can choose technologies that enhance students’ learning for a lesson. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
30. I think critically about how to use technology in my classroom.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
31. I can adapt the use of technologies to different teaching activities.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
 
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
32. I can teach lessons that appropriately combine the target language, 
technologies, and teaching approaches.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
33. I can select technologies to use in my classroom that enhance what I 
teach, how I teach, and what students learn. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
34. I can use strategies that combine content, technology, and teaching 
approaches. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
35. I can choose technologies that enhance the content for a lesson. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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APPENDIX C. TPACK Survey 2  
 
Note: Adapted from Schmidt et al. (2009)
2
. Created and delivered through SurveyMonkey 
after the course. 
 
Technology is a broad concept that can mean a lot of different things. For the purpose of 
this questionnaire, technology is referring to digital technology/technologies. That is, the 
digital tools we use such as computers, laptops, iPods, handhelds, interactive whiteboards, 
software programs, etc. Please answer all of the questions and if you are uncertain of or 
neutral about your response you may always select "Neither Agree or Disagree". 
 
Technology Knowledge (TK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
1. I know how to solve my own technical problems. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
2. I can learn technology easily. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
3. I keep up with important new technologies. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
4. I frequently play around with technology. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
5. I know about a lot of different technologies. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
6. I have the technical skills I need to use technology. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
7. I have had sufficient opportunities to work with different technologies. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
8. I can move my avatar, fly and teleport to different places in Second 
Life.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
9. I can use the camera controls in Second Life.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
10. I can take and send snapshots in Second Life.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
11. I can search for objects, people, and places using the search function, 
the map and the mini map in Second Life.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
12. I can create and give landmarks in Second Life.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
13. I can create and give notecards in Second Life.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
                                                      
 
 
 
 
2
 Items marked with an * were added or modified. 
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14. I know how to personalize my avatar in Second Life.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
15. I know how to store and organize items in my inventory in Second 
Life.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
16. I can communicate with other people (text and voice chatting) in 
Second Life.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
17. I know how to create new objects in Second Life.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
18. I know how to create groups in Second Life.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Content Knowledge (CK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
Ability to use the target language        
19. I can write the target language fluently.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
20. I can speak the target language fluently. * 1 2 3 4 5 6 
21. I can use the target language appropriately in different contexts.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
22. I am proficient in the target language. * 1 2 3 4 5 6 
       
Knowledge about the target language        
23. I understand the target language culture.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
24. I understand the target language linguistic system.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
25. I understand how people learn languages.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
26. I have various ways and strategies of developing my understanding of 
the target language.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Pedagogical Knowledge (PK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
27. I know how to assess student performance in a classroom. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
28. I can adapt my teaching based upon what students currently 
understand or do not understand. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
29 I can adapt my teaching style to different learners. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
30. I can assess student learning in multiple ways. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
31. I can use a wide range of teaching approaches in a classroom setting. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
32. I am familiar with common student understandings and 
misconceptions. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
33. I know how to organize and maintain classroom management. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Pedagogical Content Knowledge (PCK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
34. I can select effective teaching approaches to guide student thinking 
and learning in the target language.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
35. I can choose appropriate activities to help my students practice target 
language concepts.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
36. I know how language concepts can be explained to help learners learn 1 2 3 4 5 6 
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the target language.* 
Technological Content Knowledge (TCK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree  
 
 SD     SA 
37. I know about technologies that I can use for understanding and 
teaching the target language*. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
38. I understand how the target language concepts can be expressed 
through the use of technology.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
39. I know how the target language concepts can be expressed through 
the use of Second Life.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
 
Technological Pedagogical Knowledge (TPK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
40. I can choose technologies that enhance the teaching approaches of 
a lesson. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
41. I can choose technologies that enhance students’ learning for a 
lesson. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
42. I think critically about how to use technology in my classroom.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
43. I can adapt the use of technologies to different teaching activities.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
44. I know how to use Second Life to support learning outcomes.* 1 2 3 4 5 6 
45. I can identify appropriate tools that help my students learn in 
Second Life.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
46. I know how to help my students avoid uncomfortable situations in 
Second Life.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
47. I can select appropriate spaces to meet with students in Second 
Life.* 
1 2 3 4 5  6 
48. I know how to assess student performance in Second Life.* 1 2 3 4 5  6 
 
Technological Pedagogical Content Knowledge (TPACK) 
 
SD = Strongly Disagree,  SA = Strongly Agree 
 
 SD     SA 
49. I can teach lessons that appropriately combine the target 
language, technologies, and teaching approaches.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
50. I can select technologies to use in my classroom that enhance 
what I teach, how I teach, and what students learn. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
51. I can use strategies that combine content, technology, and 
teaching approaches.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
52. I can choose technologies that enhance the content for a lesson. 1 2 3 4 5 6 
53. I understand how Second Life’s affordances and limitations can 
influence my students’ learning of the target language.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
54. I know how to use Second Life tools to provide students with 
different opportunities to learn and practice the target language.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
55. I can assess my students’ learning of the target language in Second 
Life.* 
1 2 3 4 5 6 
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APPENDIX D. Interview questions 
 
1. What are the pros and cons to teaching languages in SL? 
 
2. What skills do language teachers need to know to teach languages in SL? What should 
language teachers be able to do before they can teach in Second Life?  
 
3. What is your overall opinion about the teacher development experience in SL? What did 
you like the most? What did you like the least? 
 
4. Do you think the materials and activities helped you get prepared to teach using SL? How 
helpful were the instructions? What do you wish you had had access to? 
 
5. Would you like to try to teach in Second Life? Why or why not? 
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Moodle Second Life 
Week 1 
Before we 
begin 
- Download Second Life 
- Create a MOODLE 
account 
- Answer TPACK survey 
1 
 
 
By the end of this week 
the participants will be 
able to navigate 
MOODLE.  
 
- Get participants’ consent and 
give them access to the 
MOODLE course and infor-
mation about how to down-
load and install SL 
- Participants answer TPACK 
survey  
  TPACK sur-
vey 1 
Week 2 
Learning 
about 
Second Life  
 
- Learn Second Life 
basic skills 
 
By the end of this week 
participants will be able 
to move around (walk, 
fly, and teleport), 
communicate with 
others, change 
appearance, search and 
use the map, use 
notecards, and take 
snapshots.  
- Learn how to use SL (basic 
skills) 
 
Blog 1  
Describe and 
reflect on your 
experiences in 
Second Life this 
week. 
Scavenger hunt activity: You 
will do a scavenger hunt in 
Second Life. You will receive 
instructions in SL. 
 
Scavenger hunt instructions 
Explore a couple of places in 
SL. You can visit one of the 
places below or you can 
search for another place (use 
the search field on the top 
right corner of your screen. 
TASK 1  
Create a notecard: 
a) name of the place 
b) reasons why you think this 
could be a good place for 
language teaching  
TASK 2 
Take snapshots of the places 
you visit. Send them to me 
by email. 
 SL 
Links to 
articles, 
blogs, wikis, 
websites (in 
MOODLE) 
Computers 
with inter-
net access, 
micro-
phones and 
headphones 
Notecard 
with instruc-
tions for the 
scavenger 
hunt 
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Goal(s) 
 
Activities 
Assignments  
 
 Moodle Second Life Materials 
Week 3 
Learning 
about what 
others do in 
Second Life 
- To see examples of 
activities (i.e., how people 
are using SL for language 
teaching) 
 
By the end of this week, 
participants should be able 
to understand how others 
are using Second Life to 
teach languages and identify 
benefits and drawbacks of 
using SL to teach languages 
- Talk about what people do in 
SL  
- Explore places that can be 
used for language teaching 
Blog 2  
Describe and reflect 
on your experiences 
in Second Life this 
week. 
Visit places in SL 
and see different 
examples of 
activities 
SL 
Links to 
articles, 
blogs, wikis, 
websites (in 
MOODLE) 
Computers 
with 
internet 
access, 
microphone
s and 
headphones 
Week 4 
Time to teach 
- To create an activity in SL 
 
By the end of the week 
participants will be able to 
plan an activity in SL, create 
the materials, and 
demonstrate how to do the 
activity. 
Participants will also be able 
to identify what teachers 
need to know in order to use 
SL as well as describe how 
pedagogy might differ when 
teaching in a virtual world. 
- Small teaching project (one 
pair and a trio) 
- Create an activity; explain 
the procedures and rationale 
for using it with a particular 
group of language learners in 
SL.  
- Discuss their experience in 
SL and what teachers need to 
know in order to use it. 
 
Blog 3   
Describe and reflect 
on your experiences 
in Second Life this 
week. 
Presentation and 
discussion 
Activity in SL 
Reflection 
(blog) 
Week 5 
At the end of 
the course 
- Evaluate the course  - Answer TPACK survey 
(course evaluation) 
- Answer interview questions 
  Interviews  TPACK 
survey 
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 Moodle Second Life Materials 
Week 1 
Before we 
begin 
 
 
By the end of this week the 
participants will be able to 
navigate Moodle and access SL.  
- Get participants’ consent 
(consent form will be part 
of the background 
questionnaire) 
- Answer background 
questionnaire (sent via 
email) 
- Create a Moodle account 
- Download SL and create 
an account 
Create 
account 
Create account - Background 
questionnaire 
(sent via 
email) 
- Instructions 
to create 
Moodle and 
SL accounts 
(sent via 
email) 
- Computers 
with internet 
access, mi-
crophones 
and 
headphones 
Week 2 
Learning 
about 
Second 
Life  
 
 
 
TPACK 
focus: TK 
By the end of this week 
participants will be able to: 
- move their avatar, fly, and 
teleport to different places in SL 
- use the camera controls in SL 
- search for objects, people and 
places using the search function, 
the map, and the mini map in SL 
- take and send snapshots 
- create and give notecards in SL 
- create and give landmarks in SL 
- communicate with other people 
(text and voice chatting) in SL 
- join a group in SL 
- Synchronous meeting: 
a)  Learn how to use SL 
(basic skills) 
 
- Scavenger hunt – explore 
SL 
Take a snapshot of a 
couple of places that call 
your attention. Send your 
snapshots to the teacher 
by email. 
 
- Explore the resources in 
Moodle (YouTube tutorials 
and articles) 
Blog 1  
What is 
your first 
impressio
n of SL? 
How 
easy/diffic
ult do you 
think it is 
to learn 
how to 
use SL?  
Scavenger hunt 1  Instruction 
(notecard given to 
participants in SL): 
  
Explore Second Life; visit at 
least two of the places 
below. Take a snapshot of a 
couple of places that call 
your attention. Send your 
snapshots to me by email. 
Svarga 
Sparta 
Media Zoo 
Avilion 
Better World Sim 
-  SL 
- Moodle 
(blog and 
resources) 
- Computers 
with internet 
access, mi-
crophones 
and 
headphones 
- Notecard 
with in-
structions for 
the scavenger 
hunt 
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Goal(s) 
 
Activities 
Assignments  
 
 Moodle Second Life Materials 
Week 3 
Learning 
about SL 
 
TPACK focus: 
TK 
By the end of this week 
participants will be able 
to: 
- personalize their avatar 
in SL 
- store and organize 
items in their inventory 
in SL 
- create groups in SL 
- create objects in SL 
- Synchronous meeting:  
a) Learn more SL basic skills 
 
- Personalize their avatars, take 
a snapshot and send it to the 
teacher 
 
- Explore the resources in 
Moodle (YouTube tutorials and 
articles) 
Blog 2 
Based on your 
explorations of 
SL, what do you 
think are the ad-
vantages of this 
tool? 
After personalizing your 
avatar, take a snapshot 
and send it to the teacher 
by email. 
-  SL 
- Moodle 
(blog and 
resources) 
- Computers 
with 
internet 
access, mi-
crophones 
and 
headphones 
 
Week 4 
Learning 
about what 
others do in 
Second Life 
 
 
 
TPACK focus: 
TPK 
By the end of this week, 
participants should be 
able to: 
- think of some of the 
pedagogical decisions 
teachers need to make 
to teach in SL such as 
choosing a place to 
teach, identifying tools, 
and avoiding 
uncomfortable situations 
- identify potential chal-
lenges and possible solu-
tions  
- Synchronous meeting:  
a) (group discussion): 
-  How can teachers select 
good places to teach in SL? 
- How can teachers help their 
students avoid uncomfortable 
situations? 
- How can teachers identify ap-
propriate tools that help 
students learn in SL? 
b) See example of activities – 
e.g., using holodecks and role 
playing 
 
- Explore places that can be 
used for language teaching 
(e.g., kitchen simulation and 
collaborative activity)  - 
Scavenger hunt 2 – explore SL.  
Blog 3  
Think about 
some of the 
issues we 
discussed this 
week. What do 
you think are the 
biggest 
challenges of 
teaching in SL? 
How can 
language 
teachers over-
come these chal-
lenges? 
Scavenger hunt 2 
Instructions (notecard 
given to participants in 
SL): 
Explore a couple of places 
in SL. You can visit one of 
the places below or you 
can search for another 
place (use the search field 
on the top right corner of 
your screen). Create a 
notecard. Mention the 
name of the place as well 
as the reasons why you 
think this could be a good 
place for language 
teaching. Remember to 
give the landmarks to 
your peers. 
-  SL 
- Moodle 
(blog and 
resources) 
- Computers 
with 
internet 
access, mi-
crophones 
and 
headphones 
- Notecard 
with in-
structions 
for the 
scavenger 
hunt 
 
 
      
  
 
1
8
8
  
Goal(s) 
 
Activities 
Assignments  
 
 Moodle Second Life Materials 
Week 5 
Time to 
observe 
 
 
 
TPACK 
focus: TPK 
By the end of this week 
participants should be able 
to: 
- identify benefits and 
drawbacks of using SL to 
teach languages 
- discuss ways to assess 
students’ learning in SL 
 
- Synchronous meeting: 
a) (pair work) Think of af-
fordances and constraints. 
Share ideas with the rest of the 
group. 
b) group discussion – How can 
we assess students’ learning in 
SL?  
c) (group work) – start thinking 
about their teaching 
assignment 
 
- Observe a class in SL  
Blog 4 
Think of SL ad-
vantages and dis-
advantages. How do 
you think this tool 
can be best used for 
language teaching? 
Class observation 
(notecard given to 
participants in SL) 
 
Class you observed:  
Number of 
students: 
Description of 
activities: 
Roles of the teacher 
and students: 
Reflections on what 
you observed: 
 
-  SL 
- Moodle (blog 
and resources) 
- Computers 
with internet 
access, mi-
crophones and 
headphones 
- Class 
observation 
sheet 
Week 6 
Time to 
plan  
 
 
TPACK 
focus: 
TPACK 
By the end of the week 
participants will be able to:  
- think of different activities 
that can be done in SL to 
address specific language 
learning goals 
 
- Synchronous meeting: 
a) Examples of activities to ac-
complish specific language 
learning goals – e.g., activities 
to practice German 
b) (small teaching project) – 
planning an activity in SL 
Think about the group of stu-
dents, goals, procedures, 
materials, and a rationale for 
using SL 
 
Blog 5 
As you are starting 
to plan your ac-
tivities, what 
challenges are you 
facing? How are you 
and your group 
members making 
the choices? How 
will you ensure that 
students learn?   
Explore SL and meet 
with group 
members to design 
the activity and 
create a notecard 
explaining the 
activity, materials 
needed, 
procedures, ra-
tionale, target 
students, and goals.  
-  SL 
- Moodle (blog 
and resources) 
- Computers 
with internet 
access, mi-
crophones and 
headphones 
- Notecard 
explaining the 
activity 
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Goal(s) 
 
Activities 
Assignments  
 
 Moodle Second Life Materials 
Week 7 
Time to 
teach 
 
 
 
 
 
TPACK focus: 
TPACK 
By the end of this 
week participants 
will: 
- create an 
activity in SL, 
including the 
selection and 
adaptation of 
materials 
- demonstrate 
how to use the 
activity in SL 
-identify what 
teachers need to 
know to use a 
particular activity 
with their 
students in SL 
 
 
- Synchronous 
meeting: 
Group 
presentations  
 
 
- Discussion 
(forum) – 
Teaching 
languages in 
SL  
 
 
 
Blog 6 
Think about the 
activities the dif-
ferent groups pre-
sented. What ac-
tivities would you like 
to try? Why? What 
challenges do you 
think you would 
need to overcome? 
In your opinion, what 
would teachers need 
to know in order to 
use these activities 
(or any other you 
have seen) with their 
language students? 
 
Discussion Forum 
Teaching languages 
in SL (how teachers 
can/should use SL to 
teach languages, how 
to take the most ad-
vantages of what SL 
has to offer) 
Presentation and discussion 
 
Teaching project rubrics 
Group/pair: 
Activity goal: 
Activity description: 
Materials needed: 
 
Criteria (6-point likert scale; 1=poor, 
6=excellent): 
1. Pair/group clearly mentions the target au-
dience, the goals, and the rationale for the 
activity. 
2. Activity is designed to take the most 
advantage of what SL has to offer. 
3. Learning outcomes are clear and activity is 
designed to help achieve learning outcomes. 
4. Pair/group takes into account how to 
foster interaction among students. 
5. Pair/group selected an appropriate place in 
SL for their presentation. 
6. Pair/group designed a good example of a 
task that provides language learners with an 
opportunity to practice using the target 
language. 
7. Pair/group clearly explained how language 
teachers can assess student comprehension 
and learning as they do the activity in SL. 
8. Pair/group prepared and gave peers a 
notecard with a description of the activity, 
the rationale, the necessary materials, and 
goals. 
Comments: 
 
-  SL 
- Moodle 
(blog and 
resources) 
- Computers 
with 
internet 
access, mi-
crophones 
and 
headphones 
 
     
  
 
1
9
0
  
Goal(s) 
 
Activities 
Assignments  
 
 Moodle Second Life Materials 
Week 8 
At the end 
of the 
course 
By the end of this 
week participants 
will be able to: 
- assess their 
experience in SL 
(i.e., the teacher 
development 
course in SL) 
- assess their 
knowledge of SL 
skills and teaching 
languages in SL  
 - Answer 
TPACK survey 
(link sent via 
email) 
 
- Answer 
interview 
questions 
Blog 7 
Reflect on your experience 
during the teacher de-
velopment course. How 
was your experience? 
What did you learn? What 
did you like best? What 
would you have liked to 
learn?  
Individual interviews in SL  -SL 
- TPACK 
survey 
- Interview 
questions 
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